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Preface 


Based on lectures delivered at a conference on the theme “Theology, 
Politics, and Peace," this book brings together theologians and political 
leaders from three continents — Europe, Latin America, and North Amer- 
ica—for dialogue around a common concern for peace. The conference, 
which was held at Candler School of Theology and at the Carter Center of 
Emory University, was keynoted by former President Jimmy Carter and 
attracted theologians, politicians, and laypersons from across the country 
in April of 1988, for three days of presentations and discussion. Both audio 
and videotapes of many of the lectures are available from the Media Center, 
Bishops Hall, Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia 30322. 

Support for the conference was provided by the Candler School of The- 
ology and the Carter Center, with assistance from the Georgia Humanities 
Council and Goeth-Institute Atlanta. Our appreciation goes to them for 
helping to make this event possible. We are also grateful to Susan Johnson 
for her expertise in preparing the manuscript for publication. 

We are pleased to join forces with Orbis Press to make the results of 
the conference available to a wider audience. 

THEODORE RUNYON 
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Introduction: 
Theology, Politics, and Peace 


THEODORE RUNYON 


The conference which gave rise to this book was a unique event. It 
brought together for the first time theologians, representing three different 
approaches to “political theology," with practicing politicians from three 
continents. The result is a lively exchange that reflects the diverse views 
not only of the theologians from Europe, Latin America, and the United 
States, but also of the politicians whose task it is to reflect on the usefulness 
of theological perspectives to the political quest for peace. 

First, a word concerning the three theological approaches represented 
here. European political theology has sought to overcome the compliant 
establishment role of European Christianity by making the church a critical 
force in society, pointing to the Christian vision of the kingdom of God as 
the hope for justice in a transformed society. Latin American liberation 
theologies have turned the church from an ally of the wealthy into an 
advocate of the poor and of those without a voice, not only in Latin America 
but in much of the Third World. In the United States “Christian realism" 
owes its theoretical base to Reinhold Niebuhr, who made use of the tra- 
ditional Christian doctrine of sin to analyze the forces of power and self- 
interest and the constraints due to persistent tendencies in human nature 
which have to be taken into account in any political system. His analysis 
influenced political theory and the formulation of policy in this country 
during and after World War II. It is still influential today. How are these 
diverse approaches viewed by working politicians, charged with the task of 
responding not only to the inevitable day-to-day challenges but of thinking 
about long-range public policies and the goal of peace? 

In Europe and Latin America, where the presence of Christian political 
parties makes the discussion of theological factors an accepted part of the 
political process, theology plays a more direct and open role. In the United 
States, the “wall of separation” between church and state tends to obscure 
the extent to which theological presuppositions are operative in political 
analysis and in the values out of which politicians approach public issues. 

Although former President Jimmy Carter has been more willing than 
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most chief executives to make his own religious convictions public, he has 
always done so with the proviso that these are privately held values within 
the pluralistic context of American democracy, where no one theological 
orientation has the right to impose its values on others. Religiously 
grounded values are thus privately held, but can be publicly invoked when 
in accord with a broad public consensus. Although the politician must avoid 
any hint of sectarianism, an appeal to the “civil religion” is an appropriate 
way to carry out one’s Christian witness in public office. 

Speaking out of the Chilean situation, where church and state institu- 
tionally interrelate, Manuel Antonio Garretón, a member of the Central 
Committee of the Chilean Socialist Party, views cooperation between pol- 
iticians and the church as appropriate where they share common goals, as 
they have in recent years in opposition to the Chilean dictatorship. Thus 
he welcomes theological arguments that support the cause of democracy. 
Nevertheless, he anticipates a day when the church's conservatism will 
make further cooperation impossible, if the church follows a reactionary 
moral policy as set by the Vatican. 

Kurt Biedenkopf, a member of the West German Parliament and former 
general secretary of the ruling Christian Democratic Party, recognizes that 
the issue is not to be understood on the institutional level alone —the role 
of the church in politics — but rather in terms of the role played by religion 
in the political consciousness of the people. Only religious convictions are 
powerful enough, claims Biedenkopf, to motivate freely willed self-sacrifice 
and to call forth from the populace the kind of behavior that rises above 
self-interest. Given the ecological and financial world crises, Biedenkopf 
sees no peaceful way into the future which does not entail for Western 
democracies a heightened sense of worldwide economic justice and eco- 
logical self-discipline. Yet democracies exist by the support of the people. 
And this means that public support must be mobilized for policies that 
predictably will not be popular in industrial democracies whose citizens are 
addicted to ever-increasing material wealth, consumption and comfort. “We 
will have to rely on the strength of religion . . . to make the kind of sacrifices 
and exercise the self-discipline that will be demanded." Human rationality 
and enlightened self-interest are not sufficient, if at a more profound level 
there is not a “covenant” of solidarity with, and justice toward, both the 
disadvantaged and exploited peoples of the world and the disadvantaged 
and exploited environment. This covenant must be “stable enough to con- 
tinue even in the face of substantial conflict." Such a covenant “requires 
God as the institutor, as the guarantor,” i.e., a source which can command 
loyalty sufficient to sustain a reorientation of such fundamental proportions 
that it could not ordinarily be attained without coercive and oppressive 
power. Nothing less than this kind of shared internalized goal of responsible 
transformation can lead toward a peaceful future. For in a world of ass 
and selfishly squandered resources there can be no peace. 

Biedenkopf’s more explicitly theological stance sets the stage for the 
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theologians to share their own visions of the theological contribution to 
peace with justice. According to José Míguez Bonino, former dean of the 
Protestant Institute for Advanced Theological Studies in Buenos Aires, 
theology provides a hermeneutic, a perspective from which the politician 
can view the political situation. All judgments are made from value per- 
spectives, argues Míguez, whether this bias is recognized or not. Middle- 
class politicians tend to view things through middle-class glasses. A theo- 
logical corrective must be added, therefore, if issues are to be analyzed in 
terms of their impact on the impoverished majority. This corrective is what 
the Latin American bishops mean by their "preferential option for the 
poor." The church is called to be an advocate of those without political 
and economic power, and politicians are called to view legislation and gov- 
ernmental policies in the light of their impact on the disadvantaged. This 
theological stance is not restricted to a single issue but defines an angle of 
vision that can be implemented in a variety of ways, but always with the 
interests of the poor in mind. Such a perspective does not dictate a single 
possibility in concrete cases. One could argue for more socialist or more 
capitalist economic policies, for example. But the argument would have to 
demonstrate how the rights of the poor are to be advanced through any 
given policy. This option for the poor is grounded, notes Míguez, in Christ's 
suffering and his mission to bring “good news to the poor, release to the 
captives, and to set at liberty the oppressed.” Such a theologically informed 
bias cannot be ignored by those who would claim Christian identity — i.e., 
identity with Christ and his mission — and it functions to press constantly 
for new solutions that have as their goal to approximate more concretely 
the justice and love of the kingdom of God. Such an argument is intrinsic 
to Christian theology. It follows from the nature of the gospel itself. 

A different kind of intrinsic argument is advanced by Theodore Weber, 
professor of social ethics at Emory. He spells out in some detail the ap- 
proach of Reinhold Niebuhr, whose thought, often termed “Christian re- 
alism," is appealed to frequently in these pages by theologians and 
politicians alike. Niebuhr took as his task, in his significant and influential 
publications of the ’thirties, 'forties, and ’fifties, to apply insights derived 
from traditional Christian doctrines to the political life of the nation. He 
claimed that the truth inherent in biblical and historical Christian inter- 
pretations of human existence showed more insight into the practical 
human situation, both as to its possibilities and limits, than did the 
Enlightenment rationalistic sources at the root of much American political 
thought. Human nature is the given, according to Niebuhr, with which all 
efforts toward peace must come to terms. His own method is dialectical 
because it is rooted in the ambiguity of human nature. The human creature 
is both flesh and spirit, both finite and, by virtue of the power to transcend 
self, a participant in the infinite. The Christian vision of the kingdom of 
God calls for an ever more complete realization of justice and serves both 
as a prophetic criticism of the present order and the imaginative source of 
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new possibilities which transcend the present. The Christian doctrine of 
“original sin," however, points to the constant tendency of human beings — 
especially when they are seeking good ends—to underestimate the ambi- 
guity of all human enterprises, an ambiguity attendant to the fact that power 
is both necessary and dangerous. From this follows Niebuhr's positive eval- 
uation of the “balance of power" as a self-limiting principle and his call 
for built-in measures against human pride, such as provisions for self-crit- 
icism and regularized means of review and revision. 

To turn to Jürgen Moltmann, professor of systematic theology at the 
University of Tübingen, is to turn to a side of Niebuhr often neglected in 
the presentation of his views, namely, the role which utopian thinking plays 
in opening up new possibilities for the human spirit. Conservative inter- 
preters of Niebuhr, for instance, point to his reminders of the seeds of 
corruption at work in the human condition due to human pride and self- 
ishness. But Niebuhr also identifies the sin of sloth, of failing to seize the 
possibilities present in the self-transcendent qualities of human existence. 
Utopian thought, for example, though it can never be actualized in its 
fullness in history, nevertheless provides a vision of what is possible beyond 
the present and moves history forward toward those new possibilities. 

In Moltmann this becomes even more pronounced, because he takes 
New Testament eschatological thought as normative for the Christian gos- 
pel. Moltmann does not derive self-transcendent possibilities from the ca- 
pacities of the human spirit but from the call of a transcendent God. 
Because there are no limits on the divine Spirit who is the constant source 
of creativity in the faithful, Moltmann does not set the same limits to human 
possibilities that Niebuhr assumes. Trusting that God is working in history 
to create “a new heaven and a new earth," as revealed in Jesus’ message 
of the kingdom, Christians are called to “take seriously the possibilities 
with which all reality is fraught. [Christian faith] does not take things as 
they happen to stand or lie, but as progressing, moving things with possi- 
bilities of change."! Therefore, Moltmann is not willing to let past political 
impasses, which he sees as caused by past insecurities, determine the future. 
This is not to ignore the weight of the past, for Moltmann gives attention 
to the “vicious circles" that plague human existence and drag it down into 
despair. The vicious circles of poverty, arbitrary force, racial and cultural 
alienation, and increasing pollution, cannot be overcome by wishing them 
away, or even by throwing money at them. For the deeper problem to which 
they contribute is a fundamental uncertainty and despair about the future 
which undermines all positive efforts. Confidence that things can be dif- 
ferent must come from beyond the protracted lines drawn from our present 
dilemmas. This confidence is the gift of the God who beckons us into an 
uncertain future with the promise of divine faithfulness. Confidence re- 
quires a transcendent source, but it is then implemented practically througb 
concrete efforts to extend economic and political democracy, guarantee 
human rights, and cooperate with nature, all of which can serve to break 
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through the vicious circles and furnish signs of hope in the midst of hope- 
lessness.? 

In the chapters that follow, other contributors provide further examples 
of theological wrestling with political issues in the cause of peace. 

Andrew Young, mayor of Atlanta and former U.S. Ambassador to the 
United Nations, traces the theological development of Martin Luther King, 
Jr., and the biblical images and theological ideas that informed King's 
thought and action. Young then shows how the courageous steps which 
King took, and the pressures which he brought to bear on the political 
system, opened up possibilities for increased justice, not just for African- 
Americans but for the nation as a whole. 

The continuing resources for political responsibility to be found in the 
thought of Reinhold Niebuhr is the subject of Gordon Harland, professor 
of theology and ethics at the University of Manitoba. Recognizing that “self 
interest is a fundamental datum of all collective life," creative and sensitive 
leaders will use this fact positively to seek out “the points of coincidence 
between the group or national interest and the needs and interests of the 
wider human community." Harland sees Abraham Lincoln as such a leader, 
one who was resolute in his cause and convinced of its justice, but who had 
a keen sense of the ambiguity of even the best of causes, which preserved 
him from the human tendency toward self-congratulation, self-righteous- 
ness, and pride. 

Marc Ellis, Jewish faculty member and director of the Peace and Justice 
Institute at Maryknoll School of Theology, examines the anguish raised for 
Jewish thinking — given the history of activism and commitment of Ameri- 
can Jews to justice for minorities — by the Palestinian uprisings and the 
measures taken by the Israeli government against them. Not only a political 
but a theological transformation is necessary, claims Ellis, to move the 
troubled Middle East toward a more permanent solution. Fears for the 
survival of Israel cause authentic Jewish theological perspectives on justice 
and peace to be silenced or simply lost from sight, and the future is ap- 
proached on the basis of a harsh Realpolitik. Such a policy is finally self- 
defeating, Ellis believes, and will in fact bring the very results Jews fear 
most. The only viable way ahead is one that builds on common interests in 
a common destiny for both Jews and Palestinians. 

Dennis P. McCann, director of the Center for the Study of Values, 
DePaul University, approaches the issue of peace from the standpoint of 
the U.S. Catholic bishops’ pastoral letter, “Economic Justice for All: Cath- 
olic Social Teaching and the U.S. Economy." According to the bishops, the 
developing interdependence of the world economy is forcing a rethinking 
of “national interest." A case is made for restructuring the international 
economic system. The distorted patterns of global economic development, 
the debt burdens of Third-World nations and the patterns of exploitation 
are all destabilizing. Peace is therefore an impossibility unless a greater 
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degree of justice becomes the foundation stone and goal of an international 
economic policy. 

Analyzing the Religious Right, which has been a potent force in U.S. 
politics over the past decade, Gabriel Fackre, professor of theology at An- 
dover-Newton Theological School, sorts out the varieties of fundamentalists 
and clarifies their different commitments and agendas. Although funda- 
mentalists assert the absolute authority of Scripture, they tend to fall into 
an *us and them" approach that distorts the Bible's understanding of both 
sin and grace, and promotes a nationalist mentality that ascribes evil to 
"them" while assuming virtue for our side. Hence the holy war against sin 
is all too easily projected into the arena of international conflict. Because 
this fundamentalist mentality will remain a constant on the American scene 
into the foreseeable future, efforts toward peace need more realistically to 
take it into consideration. 

African Americans have consistently demonstrated their patriotism in 
wartime, according to Riggins R. Earl, professor of ethics at Interdenom- 
inational Theological Center, who traces the participation of African Amer- 
icans in the Civil War, World Wars I and II, and the Vietnam War. Often 
blacks believed that by fighting for their country they could win the ac- 
ceptance and equality which they had sought in vain as civilians. Once the 
wars were over, however, they were most often disillusioned and disap- 
pointed. In his criticism of the Vietnam War, Martin Luther King, Jr., broke 
with the traditional support given the nation in time of war by black clergy. 
He called upon blacks and whites alike to recognize that both international 
and domestic conflict are rooted in injustice, and that poverty, violence and 
racism are not removed but rather exacerbated by war. The commandment 
to love one's enemies takes precedence over an uncritical patriotism. Justice 
at home and justice abroad are interrelated realities. In neither place are 
they likely to be guaranteed by the methods of destructive violence. 

Gonzalo Castillo-Cardenas, professor of Third-World studies at Pitts- 
burgh Theological Seminary, raises the question of the implications of lib- 
eration theology for indigenous peoples such as the Indians of Latin 
America. They have been displaced by Western "civilization," robbed of 
their land and resources, and their cultures and community structures have 
been broken down. If the goal of liberation theology is both solidarity with 
the poor and the right to autonomous development under conditions of 
justice, it should campaign for guaranteed rights for indigenous minorities 
as well as the preservation of their cultures and traditional ways. Castillo- 
Cardenas points to the new constitution of Nicaragua as a model in this 
regard. 

Contrasting the establishment “center” with the “margin,” Rebecca 
Chopp, professor of theology at Emory University, sees feminist theologies 
as carrying out a more radical critique from the margin of the establishment 
than European political theologies (as represented by Moltmann) and Nie- 
buhrian realism (as represented by Weber) can do from the center. Fem- 
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inist theologies call for a transformation not just of political and economic 
structures but also of the basic patterning of language, subjectivity, and 
relationships, in order to eradicate often unconscious and unrecognized 
underlying forms of oppression imbedded in the cultural structures that 
maintain them. The feminist contribution is not limited, however, to the 
struggle for equality. What are the special gifts and unique contributions 
that women can bring to public life? It is these to which Chopp wishes to 
draw attention, for they can benefit both the margin and the center. 

Delwin Brown, professor of theology at Iliff School of Theology, argues 
that if three of the most influential theologies in America today — Nie- 
buhrian realism, liberation theologies, and process theology — could speak 
with one voice concerning the necessity and possibility of social change, 
they would find a hearing and begin to influence policy. Therefore Brown, 
who himself represents the process orientation, seeks to demonstrate the 
compatibility of the three by extending the vectors he perceives in each 
until they converge in mutually affirmative positions. 

After reviewing the debate over the nature of Dietrich Bonhoeffer's 
“pacifism,” G. Clarke Chapman, professor of religion at Moravian College, 
traces the German theologian and martyr’s peacemaking activity to his 
Christocentric view of human existence. “In Christ we are offered the pos- 
sibility of partaking in the reality of God and in the reality of the world, 
but not in one without the other." The authority of Christ sets limits to the 
authority of any worldly power. Therefore Bonhoeffer found himself in 
opposition to the "'totalism" of the rising Nazi state in the 'thirties, which 
he called upon the church to oppose as an idolatrous challenge to the 
authority of Christ. The parallel in our time, Chapman contends, is “nu- 
clearism," the claim of a new technological deity to contain evil forces and 
guarantee peace by its overwhelming power. This deity demands to be given 
priority and authority above all else, for it can preserve life or take it away. 
It is this theological heresy which Chapman claims that Bonhoeffer, con- 
sistent with his stance in the ’thirties, would attack today. 

The just-war theory is often lifted up as informing U.S. military policy. 
John Howard Yoder, professor of theology and ethics at Notre Dame Uni- 
versity, argues— on the basis of a lecture course on “The Legality and 
Morality of War," which he has regularly team-taught at Notre Dame with 
a military instructor, a law professor, and a philosopher — that the just-war 
tradition which, in principle, could restrain and moderate wars and con- 
flicts, is in actuality undercut by the reluctance of the military to endanger 
the efficiency and uncritical solidarity (“team spirit") so important to a 
fighting force. Thus any theological approval given to the just-war theory 
would have to ask whether “the military enterprise as a whole, as presently 
structured," can adequately implement the self-discipline for which the 
theory calls. If not, does the tradition serve simply as moral window dressing 
for an immoral system? 

In the concluding chapter, James E. Will, director of the Peace Institute, 
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Garrett-Evangelical Theological Seminary, examines the relationship of 
peace to salvation in the Judeo-Christian tradition. The universalistic 
themes in the wisdom literature of Hebrew Scriptures and the Logos of the 
New Testament are in tension with the cultural particularity of these or 
any other religions as they are appropriated and lived out in specific cultural 
contexts. Concreteness is necessary (e.g., the Jewishness of Jesus) if religion 
is to be authentic. Christianity affirms this in its doctrine of the Incarnation. 
But a culture reads its own particularity into its religion, which in turn leads 
to conflicts with the religions of other cultures and even with different 
cultural appropriations of the same religion. Thus a religion which, on the 
basis of its fundamental principles, should promote unity and peace, results 
instead in conflict and strife. National particularism leads to similar divi- 
siveness as the nation defines peace in terms of its own particular security 
and inviolability. Anything that threatens it, threatens “peace.” Over 
against this seemingly inevitable human particularism is Jesus command 
to “Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you.” The threat 
to any particular peace is a perceived “enemy,” but the universal threat to 
peace is enmity as such. Therefore, “it is precisely the love of all enemies 
that finally vanquishes enmity.” The ministry of Christ is effective wherever 
God's power is active through him to “reconcile to himself all things, 
whether on earth or in heaven, making peace by the blood of his cross" 
(Colossians 1:20). This becomes concrete as we participate spiritually and 
politically in “transforming the conflictual social reality of which we are a 
part" by dissolving enmity through removing the threatening nature of the 
enemy, both in ourselves and for others. And this is the task of love. 


Areas of Consensus 


Many conclusions could be drawn from these chapters, but let me suggest 
just four, which represent a kind of consensus emerging from these pages. 

No stable peace is possible without an increase in justice. The search for 
justice is universal in the hearts of humanity wherever the awareness of 
injustice has been raised. Traditionally, religion has contributed to the ac- 
ceptance of the status quo as God-ordained, an arrangement that one- 
sidedly benefitted those in power. This is no longer the case. Most religions 
include among their chief tenets standards for justice and for the treatment 
of the poor, and these have now become the source of the questioning of 
unjust arrangements and structures worldwide. As President Carter pointed 
out, however, "justice" is defined differently depending upon one's cultural 
location and the primary concerns of the culture. Nevertheless, there are 
common forms which the universal quest for justice takes in our own time, 
and they are political, economic, and ecological. 

Political justice. The yearning of the people for participation in the po- 
litical order that governs them is found everywhere, although the degree 
of participation obviously varies from culture to culture. Democracy" is 
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the universal cry, East and West, North and South, in Communist as well 
as capitalist and mixed societies. The political and human rights necessary 
for democratic institutions would therefore seem to be a necessity if a more 
peaceful world is to be achieved. 

Economic justice. Equally necessary is the right to economic democracy. 
The Judeo-Christian religious tradition places, if anything, more emphasis 
upon the basic economic rights of the poor and economically disenfran- 
chised — “the widows, the orphans, and the foreigner in your midst" — than 
upon the political. God is seen as siding with those who have no one else 
to defend their interests. Hence the Latin American bishops' "preferential 
option for the poor." As some of the early church fathers claimed, “the 
rights of the poor" become the hermeneutic principle for determining prior- 
ities. What kind of order — political and economic — is capable of assuring 
the poor their right to justice?? Moreover, there is a rising theological 
concern for the generational injustice caused by mounting debts which 
benefit the present generation at the expense of future generations. This 
is especially onerous in the Third World, where often debts have been 
incurred by previous governments and military regimes without regard to 
viable, long-term economic improvement. And present governments are 
saddled with inherited debts that make new and more responsible programs 
impossible. 

Ecological justice. The resources of the earth are finite and the balance 
of the planet's ecosystem is fragile, but until recently these resources have 
been exploited without regard to the “rights” of the earth and the claims 
of future generations. Thus we are forced to expand our concept of justice 
to include nature and the future, and to recall the original covenant of God 
with Adam to care for the earth and its inhabitants, nonhuman as well as 
human. The biblical concept of peace, shalom, encompasses all of these 
factors in a holistic understanding of all things working together in mutual 
respect and for mutual benefit. Justice will inevitably involve balancing 
some rights claims against others. Rights are not absolute but are always 
in relation to the wholeness of society and the wholeness of history, future 
as well as past and present. And such wholeness has now become a necessity 
as never before. The vision of the kingdom of God, the “peaceable King- 
dom," is no longer a utopian dream but a prescription for the survival of 
the planet. 

Anthropological presuppositions play a key role in efforts to achieve and 
maintain peace with justice. The understanding of human nature, its limits 
and possibilities, will inevitably affect the ways in which political institutions 
are shaped, power is channeled, and checks and balances are applied. Here 
some of the sharpest differences between the three main theological ori- 
entations presented in this book become visible. As theologies of hope, 
both European political theology and Latin American liberation theology 
are persuaded that there are divine resources to enable humans to tran- 
scend the limitations of their present condition. According to Moltmann, 
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humanity is constantly in the process of “being brought into being by the 
calling, coaxing, compelling word of God."^ Therefore human nature is not 
a fixed entity and individuals and society are not completely determined by 
past conditioning or by the constraints of the present situation. When new 
alternatives are opened up, new responses are made possible. Thus unilat- 
eral steps toward peace, taken by nations genuinely desirous of overcoming 
present stalemates, can have the effect of “opening a way where there was 
no way” and redefining the situation in new and more flexible terms. Eu- 
ropean and Latin American theologians would like to see political leaders 
venture forth on more creative paths to justice. 

Although it is aware of the importance of self-transcendence in the 
Christian understanding of humanity, Niebuhrian realism relies more on 
an interpretation of the classic Christian doctrine of original sin to inform 
its understanding of human nature and its basic political approach. It as- 
sumes that human beings will continue to be insecure and therefore defen- 
sive, both as individuals and as groups, in the future as they have been in 
the past. This means that self-interest will remain a powerful factor to be 
taken into consideration in any political system. This does not imply that 
it is impossible for human beings to rise above self-interest, and even to 
sacrifice self-interest to a higher cause when a crisis demands it. Political 
strategies, however, should not rely on these occasional moments of altru- 
ism and transcendence, but should be formulated on the basis of the pre- 
dominant pattern of human behavior. 

Realism also reminds us of the ambiguity and constraints of the political 
process. In order to achieve desirable ends, compromises have to be made 
and deals struck which often sully the goal when it is finally reached. Only 
by relying on divine grace and forgiveness can politicians face honestly the 
ambiguity of the process and their own guilt, and continue to pursue goals 
that may be relatively better but are never ideal. The human tendency 
toward pride and corruption in any situation that involves power and influ- 
ence makes necessary a system of checks and balances and self-critical 
review to counteract the temptations of power. Realism’s greatest contri- 
bution may be to the post-revolutionary situation, therefore, when high aims 
and bright goals prove elusive and yet politicians must be sustained in 
commitment to the slow process of perfecting a state and society that in 
fact will never be perfect. 

The differing doctrines of humanity held by these theological dialogue 
partners may prove complementary, therefore, rather than contradictory. 
The one serves as the constant resource for change, and the other guar- 
antees the modesty and yet steady moral persistence of the political enter- 
prise. Thus both have their contribution to make to the self-understanding 
and sense of vocation of the politician. 

The third point of consensus that can be drawn from these chapters is 
that there is no peace without mutual security. It is habitual for humans to 
think, as individuals and as nations, that security is based on power: the 
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more power, the more security. With the advent of nuclear weapons that 
truism not only no longer obtains, it is highly dangerous. The nuclear threat 
is a real threat — but always to both sides. There is no longer any superiority 
of power that can guarantee national interests and objectives. Yet the “na- 
tional security doctrine" continues to see the primary purpose of the state 
as securing the interests of the nation by the power to defend those interests 
and, inevitably, to impose those interests on other nations. Issues of power 
are not irrelevant and have to be taken into account in any realistic policy. 
But a new maxim is gaining more and more converts: a nation can no longer 
increase its own security by increasing the insecurity of other nations. As 
Mikhail Gorbachev has formulated it, the basic principle of “an all-em- 
bracing system of international security” is the fact that “one’s own security 
cannot be ensured at the expense of others’.’’> This proposition offers the 
possibility of building down world armaments, which are undermining the 
economies of wealthy and poor nations alike. The balance-of-power doc- 
trine remains relevant because this building down can only succeed as con- 
fidence is built up on both sides, a process possible only when each is 
assured that the other will not take advantage of any perceived imbalance. 
Unilateral moves by the Soviets have not only signaled their commitment 
to peace and their willingness to take the initiative to move negotiations 
off dead center, but also their awareness of psychological factors and the 
necessity to provide an objective basis for trust by Western nations. The 
West stands under a similar obligation. 

Finally, this new approach of mutuality is based on the recognition of 
mutual self-interest. 'This is a page out of Niebuhrian realism. Peacemaking 
requires attending to the self-interests of the various parties. Normally we 
think in terms of conflicts of interest. But today the se/f in self-interest is 
the world in its interrelatedness and its essential need for peace if it is to 
survive. Self-interests have converged to become mutual. No nation can 
survive the destruction of its own environment or the destruction of the 
environment of other nations with which it is interrelated and on which it 
is dependent. Ecology is truly a problem of mutual self-interest, and serves 
therefore as a paradigm for the kind and quality of solutions that must be 
sought. Drugs and terrorism are other examples. Not only the major powers 
recognize them as threatening their self-interests. Even drug-producing na- 
tions and exporters of terrorism are discovering that these inevitably con- 
tribute to internal instability and external sanctions, and hence are not in 
their self-interest. Proxy wars, the use of local conflicts by the major powers 
to extend their influence or combat the influence of a rival, are also proving 
not only costly abroad but divisive at home. Self-interest is beginning to 
question their usefulness as well. 

To be sure, the restraining nature of self-interests can very quickly be 
dissipated and become inconsequential if incidents occur which arouse ide- 
ological loyalties. Ideological passions can quickly overrule the cost-benefit 
reasoning of cooler heads and make individuals and nations willing to make 
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any sacrifice, including self-sacrifice, in devotion to a cause deemed larger 
than self-interest. This is why peacemaking involves cultivating the recog- 
nition that any ideology, to survive and grow, requires a planet in which it 
can demonstrate its truth. Hence the ultimate self-interest and ideological 
commitment of all require the survival and viability of the earth. The rec- 
ognition of long-range interests as mutual provides a stronger and stronger 
basis for accords and peace-promoting structures. 

At the same time, mutual self-interest requires justice. Liberation the- 
ologians fear that major powers, with an eye to their own interests, will 
divide up the world into mutually recognized spheres of influence in which 
the control of each will be unquestioned by the other. This could simply 
guarantee the continuation of present injustices. If peace is in the self- 
interest of the major powers, however, and if peace is only possible with 
justice, it is clearly in the self-interest of all parties to work toward ever- 
greater approximations of political and economic justice everywhere. 

What conclusions can we draw from bringing together these theological 
and political representatives from three continents? Theology can be most 
useful to politicians and political analysts, it would seem, if the theological 
views spelled out here are allowed to supplement each other and are em- 
ployed in combination. From the Niebuhrian approach come the necessary 
cautions and warnings that policies that do not recognize the persistent 
tendencies in human nature to seek security through power and control, 
control which by necessity must expand imperialistically, will be unrealistic. 
Thus the Christian doctrine of human sinfulness remains important not 
only to critique present injustices but to ensure that the new political struc- 
tures which are built to serve the future include checks and balances that 
guard against the arbitrary use of power and protect the interests of the 
powerless. 

From the political and liberationist theologies come appeals to recognize 
the claims to justice of all who are without voice in the dominant systems. 
Those in power and those representing power groups are usually successful 
in looking out for their self-interests, but their vision needs to be expanded 
to see how their own interests interpenetrate with the interests of those 
without representation—the poor, the disenfranchised, the exploited peo- 
ples and the exploited environment. That wider vision constitutes the “‘re- 
alistic" reading of political responsibility and likewise of U.S. interests in 
the world today. 

As the mutuality of security and the convergence of self-interest are 
recognized, a hopeful prospect arises: new possibilities for the race are 
opened up without ignoring or glossing over the reality of self-interests. 
The politician is seldom able to win support for a policy based on theolog- 
ical motives or altruistic considerations alone, yet here Christian hope and 
Christian realism combine. And divine preserving grace puts even the sin 
of self-interest to good use to prod a reluctant and slow-to-learn humanity 
down the road toward peace. 





THEODORE RUNYON XXI 


Notes 


1. Jürgen Moltmann, Theology of Hope (New York: Harper & Row, 1967), 


pa 

2. Jürgen Moltmann, The Crucified God (New York: Harper & Row, 1974), pp. 
329-35. 

3. Cf. José Míguez Bonino, Toward a Christian Political Ethics (Philadelphia: 
Fortress Press, 1983), p. 86. 

4. Moltmann, Theology of Hope, p. 287. 

5. Mikhail Gorbachev, “For the Sake of Preserving Human Civilization" (Mos- 
cow: Novosti Press Agency Publishing House, 1987), p. 9. 





Theology, 
Politics, and 
Peace 





Part One 


From the Political Perspective 


ii 
4 


DT 
i 
LE] 





Chapter 1 


Can Religious Faith Promote Peace? 


JIMMY CARTER 


The relation of religion and politics in the history of our nation has often 
been a problematic one. Hence it is with some trepidation that I enter 
these troubled waters. Nevertheless, I am convinced that religion has an 
essential contribution to make to politics — certainly that has been true in 
my own case—and therefore politicians and theologians owe it to each 
other to be in dialogue, as this conference seeks to demonstrate. Moreover, 
the avowed desire of both is to promote peace — not only individually and 
internally but internationally. 

My own calling to become involved in politics was not unrelated to my 
religious background and values. We had a revival at the Plains Baptist 
Church in 1962, and the evangelist who came from Columbus, Georgia, to 
lead the week of morning and evening services was a distinguished 
preacher. He stayed with my mother during that week, and one evening 
after his evening service, he and my mother and I were sitting around the 
living room. I revealed to him my belief that I should run for public office, 
for the state senate. At that time, most political leaders in Georgia were 
determined to close the public schools if any black student were to sit in 
the same classroom with whites. It was in that political climate that I had 
decided to enter the state senate race. The preacher responded, “I hope 
that you will not do it. It's a terrible thing for a fine young Sunday school 
teacher and deacon like you to get involved in politics." I was taken aback. 
I answered, “Well, how would you like to be the pastor of a church with 
75,000 members?" He said, “What do you mean?" I said, “The fourteenth 
senatorial district has 75,000 people in it, and I think that as a political 
leader I can serve them not incompatibly with the way you serve your own 
congregation in Columbus." That was probably a brash thing for a young 
man to say, but I never have come to the point in my life where I think I 
was wrong, because no matter what our chosen profession — farmer, medical 
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doctor, college professor, minister of the Gospel, or leader in other reli- 
gions — I think our own deep religious beliefs are imbedded and expressed 
in our daily actions as those actions relate to other people. But the relation 
between religion and politics in this country is a complex one. 

Our nation was founded on the basic premise of separation of church 
and state. Until recent years, this has always been a firm belief of Baptists — 
and I happen to be a Baptist. But in the last decade there has been a 
countermove to break down this very careful separation, a move that in my 
judgment has been quite destructive. On the one hand, some Christian 
leaders, particularly among the television personalities and others of a more 
conservative bent, have tried to impose their definition of what is an ac- 
ceptable American citizen. On the other hand, there have been efforts by 
politicians to define what constitutes Christianity and to determine what is 
a proper religion for our country. Some have even claimed that ours is a 
Christian nation, that those who do not believe in Christianity are not really 
equal or worthwhile citizens of our nation, and that they ought not serve 
in government posts. One of my own denominational leaders even asserted 
at one point that God does not hear the prayers of a Jew. These kinds of 
comments and these trends cause me great anguish and concern as a Chris- 
tian. I hope that the recent developments in the television industry will 
cause these trends to be reexamined and perhaps even avoided. 

At the time our country was founded, most of the nations of the world, 
then monarchies, had state religions that were almost totally dominant. In 
this country, with numerous religious sects, it was inevitable that religious 
beliefs would be highly fragmented. If this fragmentation were reflected in 
the political consciousness and political deliberations of the day and imbed- 
ded in political institutions and decisions, it would almost certainly be se- 
riously and permanently divisive. Therefore, our nation implanted the 
principle of separation of church and state in the Constitution, and it has 
basically been observed. 

Ive had a chance, both as president and since my years in office, to 
travel extensively in foreign countries. One of the most intriguing things 
about these travels for me as a believer has been to observe different 
patterns of religion in different nations, and to observe with some degree 
of amusement and gratification the intense interest, even on the part of 
atheistic leaders in Communist nations, in my own faith. In some of the 
nations where the religion is adopted by the government and where the 
church functions are financed by taxes paid to the government — usually on 
a voluntary basis, and then allotted back to the churches — in my personal 
and admittedly biased assessment, the result is sterility in religion. There's 
a desiccation, a drying up of the dynamism, the fervor, the deep commit- 
ment, and the reaching out that ought to be characteristic of congregations. 
This is obviously the case in the Scandinavian countries. I've also seen the 
intense religious fervor that exists in nations where governments have been 
at least on occasion oppressive. I think the most dynamic growth within the 
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Christian church in recent years has probably been in nations like South 
Korea. 

When I made my first trip to South Korea, I found the nation alive with 
religious fervor, with people seeking ways to understand more, including 
President Park, with whom I spent several hours privately. He confided to 
me that he had no religion, that he wanted to understand about my own 
faith, and that he wanted me as I left Korea to ask one of the religious 
leaders there to come and talk to him privately about his religious faith. 

The first foreign country I visited after I became president was Poland, 
a Communist country, but with a great commitment among the people to 
Christianity. This was in 1977. First Secretary Edward Gierek seemed ob- 
sessed with my belief in Christianity. He wanted to know why his mother 
persistently urged him to return to the church. He was contemplating a 
visit to the Vatican, which he made soon after I left Poland. And he wanted 
to know how he as a Communist leader who professed to believe in atheism 
could deal with a Christian faith. When we normalized diplomatic relations 
with China and had the state banquet, after a few perfunctory but required 
remarks about politics, Deng Xiaoping turned the subject to Christianity 
and to religious faith in general. He had fervent believers in his country — 
a few Jews, a large number of Muslims and Christians of many denomi- 
nations—and he wanted to know what could be done that would make his 
country’s policies more acceptable to our country. I was not totally unpre- 
pared; I had three requests to make of him. I said, “First of all, you don’t 
permit Bibles to be distributed in China. I wish you would eliminate this 
restraint. Secondly, you don’t guarantee freedom of religion; there’s some 
persecution of those who believe in religious faiths of different kinds. I wish 
that could be changed. Third, I wish yov’d let Western missionaries come 
back into China.” I told him that when I was a little child, I gave five cents 
a week to build hospitals and schools for Chinese children, and the most 
famous person in my life, the one whom I admired most of all, was not the 
president of the United States, not even an outstanding athlete, but it was 
Lottie Moon, a woman who went to China as a missionary. This was in- 
grained in my soul when I was four or five years old. And he said, “Well, 
I'll see what I can do about the first two requests, but we're not able to let 
Western missionaries come back." Subsequently, the constitution of China 
was changed to guarantee freedom of religion, and there has been bur- 
geoning growth of the churches. Now the government has even established 
a factory for the production and printing of Bibles. 

In Nicaragua, there is a dynamic, unshakable element of religious faith, 
primarily Catholic but also Protestant, that has kept this nation from moving 
toward Communism. You know of my work with Habitat for Humanity, 
which builds homes for poor people in this country and in some twenty- 
five nations abroad. We have ten different projects going on in Nicaragua. 
On my last visit there I spent a lot of time with the Sandinista leaders — 
President Daniel Ortega; Sergio Ramirez, the vice-president; Miguel d'Es- 
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coto, the foreign minister, who went with Rosalynn and me to do some 
manual labor in building homes for poor people in need of housing. When 
I went to the Baptist church in Managua there was a spirit of excitement 
and faith that was truly impressive. And even more impressive was the 
Catholic service in the church of Cardinal Obando y Bravo. I have never 
experienced more awareness of the hunger and commitment of people to 
their faith than I did during that exciting visit to Nicaragua. I think that 
the recent developments toward peace there have been heavily influenced 
by the unshakable commitment to the principles of faith in the churches 
that have thrived, even under an administration controlled by Marxists. 

Our own cultural relativity can never be ignored in discussing justice or 
defining human rights. We cannot afford to be arrogant about our record 
on human rights. The United States didn't invent human rights; human 
rights invented our country. But when we define human rights we tend to 
do it in terms of our own tradition. Human rights are freedom of speech, 
of religion, of the press, and the right to be tried by a jury of our peers. 
These rights are imbedded in our Constitution. But when we talk with the 
Soviets about these matters, as I have with Dobrynin, or Gromyko, or 
Brezhnev, or more recently with Gorbachev, the Soviets' idea of the goal 
of human rights is the right to have a decent home, the right to have a job, 
the right of a family to have adequate medical care. We don't have those 
rights in our country in any way that would give us a basis for self- 
congratulation. We can all learn from each other, and not approach the 
questions of peace, human rights, prosperity and progress on the basis of 
a strictly American, or European, or Latin American definition. 

In the United States there seems to be a growing split between two basic 
ways of understanding Christian faith. On the one hand, there is the belief 
found in those churches which look upon Christianity as a faith that rewards 
Americans. The material benefits we enjoy are viewed as an accolade by 
God. Such churches provide their adherents comfort, and there's an evan- 
gelistic zeal that is quite impressive. Moreover, these churches have become 
politically active and are a force to be reckoned with. On the other hand 
are those who interpret Christian faith as ministering to the poor, to the 
deprived, to the forgotten, to the ill, to the discarded, to the despised, to 
the homeless. The first group looks upon the second as less than Christian. 
The phrase “secular humanism” is used. I’ve been accused, as have other 
people who have worked to build homes for the homeless, of being com- 
munistic in my beliefs. A high official of the Southern Baptist Convention 
came into the Oval Office, and I had no sooner shaken hands with him and 
his wife than he said, “Why are you a secular humanist?” I didn't know 
what it meant then and I'm not sure what it means now. But I think it's 
obvious that there has to be some understanding of these differences that 
divide one group from another and which sap away a tremendous portion 
of our ability, our time, our efforts, our money, and our influence. As a 
result, our energies are not spent in the promulgation or the purposes of 
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our religious belief, but are spent in internecine warfare, in arguments and 
debates that are not only divisive between people who believe almost exactly 
the same thing, but incapacitate them to work effectively, in the case of 
Christians, in the name of Christ. 

I think it's obvious that the monotheistic religions, the great ones that 
came out of the Holy Land as we know it today, all profess to believe in 
justice, in human rights, and in peace. But this has not always been char- 
acteristic of the results of these religious beliefs. I have observed that the 
more narrow the difference is between two groups who believe something, 
the more likely they are to have combat, even bloodshed. The Persian Gulf 
War is between two groups in Islam whose differences are almost indis- 
cernible to an outsider. But these narrow differences that divide them 
create hatred and mistrust and tension in one of the most bloody and long- 
lasting wars in the history of humankind. With amazement and concern we 
observe the terrorism on both sides in Northern Ireland between Protes- 
tants and Catholics, all of whom profess a faith in Jesus Christ. One of the 
reasons why Israel has not been able to make progress toward the hopes 
and dreams that permeated Zionism and the Jewish faith in 1948 — hopes 
and dreams that are deteriorating under the more and more troubling 
circumstances in the West Bank and Gaza and within Israel itself — are 
sharp divisions among the more progressive, the orthodox, and the very 
conservative Jewish believers, some of whom deny that God wants there to 
be a Jewish state at all before the return of the Messiah. The conflicting 
attitudes of these groups toward one another and toward non-Jews have 
brought violations of human rights and a breakdown of progress toward 
peace. So, in many ways our religious faith and theological commitments 
carried into the political world have resulted not in peace but in war. We 
have a responsibility — those of us in the community of Islam or Judaism 
or Christianity who have devout beliefs —to see what's wrong and to work 
individually, and through prayer and supplication and the use of our influ- 
ence among those who make decisions (most of whom share our faith, by 
the way, just as devoutly as do we), in order to bring about some resolution 
of these conflicts among us and to work toward peace. 

When we first organized the Carter Center of Emory University, we 
assembled a group of people representing the university and members of 
my own White House staff and Cabinet, including the former Secretary of 
State, the Deputy Secretary, the National Security Advisor Zbigniew Bre- 
zenski, and others. We went around the room and asked them what they 
thought the major thrust of the Center should be, and Dr. Brezenski said, 
“I think that one of the first topics that the Carter Center should address 
is the relationship between religion and politics, because," as he pointed 
out, “this is a relationship that could be beneficial for the world, but quite 
often the results have been the opposite." 

Examples of success are few and far between. But I don't believe we 
would have been successful in forging the Camp David accords, which led 
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to a peace treaty six months later between Israel and Egypt, had not Anwar 
Sadat emphasized the common brotherhood that he shared with me and 
Menachem Begin in believing in the same God. He emphasized over and 
over that we were all sons of Abraham. I responded to this with enthusi- 
asm — while Prime Minister Begin was always a little embarrassed and tried 
to change the subject. The first thing we did when we got to Camp David 
was to meet privately. I met with Sadat and then I met with Begin. It was 
obvious to me that the differences between these two men were almost 
irreconcilable. So, Rosalynn proposed that we issue a joint communique to 
the outside world asking all those who shared our faith in Allah, in the 
Hebrew God, and in Christ to join us in a prayer for success. I drafted the 
little communique and took it to Sadat and he approved it; I took it to 
Begin and, after a couple of hours of editing, he approved it as well. So we 
sent out a communique. While you may or may not remember that com- 
munique, it was the first thing on which we could agree. We met for three 
days together. The two leaders were almost totally incompatible, and for 
the last ten days at Camp David they never saw each other. Yet the success 
of that interrelationship between two courageous leaders, Begin and Sadat, 
was quite notable. And the margin for success was so narrow — we so easily 
could have failed — that I have no doubt that our shared religious faith was 
a crucial factor in success. 

Those principles still prevail. I wrote a book a few years ago called The 
Blood of Abraham. 'The title has a double connotation: We are sons and 
daughters of Abraham; and the blood being shed today is shed in the former 
home of Abraham. The beginning of the book describes how the ancient 
evolution of Islam and Judaism and Christianity are interrelated. I think 
this common heritage holds obvious possibilities for the future. 

Nowadays, the examples of unity to be derived from religious faith are 
rare. I would say that the Nicaraguan situation which I’ve already described, 
is one example. Much more common, unfortunately, are conflicts exacer- 
bated by religious loyalties. The Carter Center sponsors a major project in 
the Sudan to try to teach small farmers how to grow more food grain. And 
we work with hundreds of them. But our project is endangered because the 
country is strictly divided along religious lines. The majority of the nation 
is under the control of Muslims, under Prime Minister Sadiq al-Mahdi, who 
I think is a very enlightened person; the so-called southern revolutionaries 
are under the leadership of Dr. John Garang (who received his Ph.D. in 
the United States, by the way), who resides most of the time in Addis 
Abbaba in Ethiopia. Here is a nation torn apart by differences in religious 
faith they can ill afford. We're making some faltering efforts working with 
others to try to heal this chasm. But to our distress the chasm is widening, 
because now marshaling behind Sadiq al-Mahdi and the Muslim majority 
is a growing number of Muslim countries that see this as a test case in the 
struggle between Islam and Christianity. And lining up behind John Garang 
are the leaders of nations that are predominately Christian. So in some 
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ways these two men, who themselves have a desire for a resolution of the 
conflict, are constrained by others who have joined them because of reli- 
gious faith or religious enmities. 

I don't know the answers. There are problems within the world of Islam; 
there are problems within the world of Judaism; there are problems within 
the world of Christianity. For us to find, in this conference on Theology, 
Politics, and Peace, ways to realize the highest hopes and dreams and 
professions of peace on earth with justice is an elusive goal. In the last few 
years, I would say that we have been further from that goal than we were 
before. The divisions are becoming deeper, the suffering greater, and the 
deaths more manifold. Unfortunately, religious leaders have been either 
uninvolved or ineffectual. We discuss these matters, but there has been 
little effective way to marshal influence. My hope is that out of this con- 
ference might come new possibilities. 

I would say that in the hoped-for increase of justice and peace through 
the political world, religion and religious believers have largely failed. But 
that failure need not be permanent, because all our religious faiths have 
within them a seed of hope. I think through prayer, shared hopes, and 
searching for common ground, ways can yet be found to promote peace 
and justice through religious faith. 


Chapter 2 


The Economics of Peace 


KURT BIEDENKOPF 


What are the essential factors to be taken into consideration in working 
politically for peace with justice? And, as a person actively engaged in 
politics, what assistance do I receive from theological principles, analyses, 
and values in approaching these issues? 

My comments will focus on the subject matter of economics and peace. 
Given the vast amount of material, I will obviously have to be selective and 
have chosen three areas that I see as most relevant to the subject of eco- 
nomics and peace. In order to narrow down the subject, I have chosen, 
with primary emphasis on the responsibility of the developed countries, to 
raise first the question of our policies toward the poor, the needy, and 
unemployable among us. How do we arrive at peace in our societies in the 
light of these needs at our own doorstep? How can those who need our 
help, those who in many cases are in effect illiterate, be included in our 
society, not only as the recipients of welfare but as equal members of 
society? Second, what should be our relationship to the lesser-developed, 
especially the underdeveloped, countries? Third, what is our relationship 
and responsibility to future generations? 

This relationship to future generations takes two forms. The first is the 
ecological aspect, the continued viability of this earth which we understand 
theologically as “creation.” President Carter has made an important con- 
tribution to this in his “Global 2000" project, analyzing the effects on the 
planet if we continue to do what we are presently doing. The other form, 
the financial aspect, includes the long-range consequences of debt policies 
and the loads such policies create for future generations. Both of these are 
forms of drawing on the future to cope with the present. In the ecological 
as well as the financial areas, we are in effect using future resources, future 
opportunities, and future possibilities to ease the burden of solving present- 
day problems. These questions do not, of course, exhaust the subject. We 
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have other questions relating to economics of peace. If peace, as Jürgen 
Moltmann says, is not the absence of force or violence but the presence of 
justice, innumerable other issues arise to which I will not be able to address 
myself: the problems of distribution; of the organization and institutional 
framework of social justice; the securing of equal opportunities in our highly 
developed societies, not to mention this in relationship to lesser-developed 
societies; the opening of chances for participation in the economic process 
at large; controls of government versus the development of personal free- 
dom in the area of business, i.e., the right to freely associate in business 
versus the need to exercise control in the light of larger interests, and so 
on. 

It is obviously not possible to plumb the depths of the three areas I have 
just outlined. Each is in itself very complex, full of problems and issues. I 
have chosen them because they have something in common. They are all 
influenced in their actual reality — the reality we have to shape politically — 
by a basic feature of our economic thinking rooted in our understanding 
of freedom, of self-fulfillment, of emancipation. This has developed as a 
result of the Enlightenment, of the secularization of our society, and as a 
result of our experience with the development of industrialization, espe- 
cially with the expansion of technology and science. What I am referring 
to, and what will be the red thread running through my reflections, is the 
expansionism in our thinking. And I mean quantitative expansion. Our in- 
stitutions, organizations, and more generally our patterns of economic and 
political behavior are all imprinted, formed, shaped, by the idea of quan- 
titative expansion. I would like to put forward several theses on this subject 
and then explain them. 

First, our concept that the expansion of material, measurable, quanti- 
tative wealth and growth is synonymous with progress. This assumption is 
rooted in our experience during the last couple of hundred years and was 
generally correct as long as material progress and the increase of the quality 
of human life were more or less synonymous. Today, however, this is no 
longer the case, at least not in our highly developed societies. By continuing 
practices from which in the past we could have expected more progress, 
we are increasingly producing side effects that are canceling out what could 
be defined as progress and increasingly creating costs beyond reasonable 
justification. 

From the outset of the development of industrialization until the middle 
of this century it was assumed that material expansion and progress were 
synonymous. In industrialized societies this was the case. It was never cor- 
rect to assume — and this is my second thesis — that the material expansion 
of our societies was synonymous with progress for the rest of the world. As 
long as we had colonialism, and indeed right down to the present, the rest 
of the world has been making contributions to our expansion of material 
resources, wealth, possibilities, and opportunities defined in material cat- 
egories that have not been offset by similar improvements in those coun- 
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tries. In other words, if we look only at our own societies and their 
development and do not consider the costs that we create externally with 
our policy and philosophy, we can say that growth and progress are syn- 
onymous. If we look at the globe as a whole and apply the idea of justice 
to this equation, we cannot say that material expansion in modern Western 
industrial societies is equal to progress. We have not fulfilled this equation 
in those parts of the world on whose resources we have built our own 
growth. We have not fulfilled it in those parts of the world where our 
expansionism has intervened in cultural and structural processes of other 
people and has changed them without taking responsibility for the conse- 
quences of these changes. Much of the upheaval, unrest, injustice, and 
uncertainties in many parts of the world are the consequences of interven- 
tions that Western civilization and the Western way of life have made. 

Not only can we no longer identify material expansion with progress, we 
find ourselves unable to strike a new balance among those three basic 
political priorities — freedom, communal solidarity, and justice — that could 
function to overcome our present plight. For my party, the Christian Dem- 
ocrats, this balance of priorities should be rooted in the Christian concept 
of humanity. Today we do not have this balance but have instead an im- 
balance, fueled by an expansionist drive and propelled by demands for more 
material expansion. Why? Because we assume we can solve our social and 
economic problems and bring about greater freedom, solidarity, and justice 
only if we continue to grow in a quantitative sense and produce greater 
resources to go around —or to trickle down, as the case may be. This phi- 
losophy of quantitative growth, as practiced in the industrial economies and 
considered indispensable for their governance, is in my view not qualified 
as a principle to be applied generally. 

My third thesis is, therefore, that we cannot apply worldwide the prin- 
ciples we have developed for our economic order — they will not work! One 
of the conditions on which our present economies are based is that we can 
expand into more resources and exploit more markets outside our coun- 
tries. If you apply such a principle generally, you will not get a peaceful 
order on the planet. So what I am saying is that the principles we presently 
apply in our traditional concepts of economic policy in the highly developed 
industrial democracies are not applicable worldwide if we seek worldwide 
justice. 

This means that we have to overcome — and this is my fourth thesis— 
the principle of quantitative expansiveness. We must develop new forms 
for the evolution and development of our societies and institutions that 
permit such developments to fulfill our main political purposes, namely, a 
growth of the quality of our institutions and societies. When I speak of 
quality, I mean to develop institutions and organizations to better serve 
human rights and dignity. President Carter referred to the interpretation 
of human rights by Mr. Gorbachev. It may strike us as unusual to permit 
a Communist to define human rights, but it is a challenge. It is a challenge 
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if someone like Gorbachev asks Western society whether it is capable of 
supplying everybody who wants to work with a job, a decent living and 
decent housing, and conditions, generally speaking, that permit that person 
to develop his or her dignity as defined by Christian principles. 

I don't want to leave any doubt about what I am proposing. I am saying 
that we have to think in new ways. We have to overcome what we have 
traditionally learned as a way of life: that things have to grow quantita- 
tively —a company has to make more sales, and have more profits, a labor 
union has to have increases in membership, everything has to expand in 
order to be successful. It is not possible to apply this kind of principle to 
a limited globe. Therefore we have to change not only our outward insti- 
tutions but our thinking — in German unser Bewusstsein — nothing less than 
transformation of our mind-sets as well as of our institutions. 

Now my fifth thesis: In order to accomplish this we have to rely on 
religion. I'm quite convinced that such a change in policy is impossible 
without the help of religion. If we want to overcome the dynamics of ma- 
terial expansion and define freedom in a way compatible with communal 
solidarity and justice, not as an abstract goal, but lived and experienced, if 
we want to arrive at a dynamic equilibrium between our priorities of free- 
dom, solidarity, and justice without having to depend upon exponential 
material expansion, we will have to rely on the strength of religion. We 
have to have religion, not in the sense of aesthetics, but real religion — 
applied, serious, relevant religion — to make the kind of sacrifices and ex- 
ercise the self-discipline that will be demanded. It is my conviction that 
nonreligious societies, societies that do not root in and draw strength from 
religion, will not be able to strike that kind of equilibrium. They will not 
be able to redefine the borders of freedom to limit the scope of freedom 
in order to give room for solidarity and justice. 

As a sixth thesis, I would like to say that I do not think that secularized 
humanism can do the job. By secularized humanism, I mean humanism 
dissociated from its religious base. Such a humanism is not in my view a 
viable substitute for religion in facing the fundamental problems that con- 
front us. Solidarity and justice administered by well-off majorities in highly 
industrialized nations can be promoted as a matter of self-interest. For 
example, if we don't handle the poor properly they may create trouble. Or, 
it is worth some sacrifice not to be burdened by uneasy consciences. These 
arguments may look rational on the surface; they may be cost-effective, 
rational evaluations of benefits that majorities may secure for themselves 
while exercising a form of solidarity and justice toward disadvantaged mi- 
norities, but such policies are not reliable. They can be revoked. And be- 
cause they can be revoked by majorities they are not humane or humanistic 
in the sense that I comprehend solidarity. The covenant that is necessary 
to establish common bonds, and is stable enough to continue even in the 
face of substantial conflict, cannot be created on the basis of human ra- 
tionality alone. This covenant requires God as the instituter, as the guar- 
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antor. That is why I am convinced that you cannot replace the indispensable 
help, assistance, and base provided by religion with a rationalized human- 
ism. 

My seventh point is that to define freedom in a way compatible with 
solidarity and justice as I have described them will mean restructuring not 
only our thinking but our social institutions. This is a very tough job. It will 
mean a new approach to our basic institutions and therefore a fundamental 
reorientation of our economic and social policies. If we do this, we will 
incur substantial political conflict. It would be a great mistake to believe 
that the application of religion to politics would mean harmony. The con- 
trary is the truth. If we take seriously what we are discussing here and apply 
it in terms of political decision-making, there will be very substantial social 
and political conflict and strife. The vested interests in the traditional struc- 
tures will not surrender without a fight. Since we all participate in these 
vested interests in one way or another, we will not be able to solve the 
problem by shifting the burden to our neighbor. We will have to share the 
burden. It will bring the kind of conflict that ensues if you move from 
abstract to concrete application of basic religious categories — if you really 
do what you say. It means to invite conflict where now there is relative 
harmony. But our task will be to ensure that solutions to such conflicts are 
found by orderly procedure compatible with human rights and dignity, 
which will be a major task of our Western democracies and a major chal- 
lenge to their institutions. 

Let me make this more concrete. At the economic summit in Bonn in 
1978, in which President Carter participated as the president of the United 
States, the statesmen assembled discussed the economic developments of 
the highly industrialized nations and the economic developments of the 
world. One major issue of that economic summit was the question of eco- 
nomic growth, the growth of GNPs. Growth policy was held to be indis- 
pensable for highly developed societies for the following reasons: Without 
growth, they felt, you could not secure full employment, without material 
growth you could not ensure social justice, without growth you could not 
aid poor countries, and without growth you could not ensure governance. 
In the final communique, the seven chiefs of state agreed that without 
growth modern industrial democracies could not satisfy the expectations of 
their people and could not be governed. The fascinating thing was that in 
the years that followed, several of those modern industrialized democracies 
had no growth — and nothing happened. They were quite capable of solving 
the problems, at least initially. However, they used one way to avoid the 
real problems that would arise under such conditions; they went into debt. 
In other words, they created growth artificially by burdening future gen- 
erations. Theologically speaking, referring to Professor Moltmann's for- 
mulation, they violated solidarity with the coming generations. 

Growth and full employment are considered very closely intertwined. 
Increase in GNP in measurable categories was required and still is required 
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today. However, in my country we are now beginning to have an intelligent 
debate on whether that assumption is correct. This debate I find of extreme 
importance because it may lead to a difference of economic policies be- 
tween the United States, which has traditionally championed growth, and 
Europe, especially Germany. If such reassessment takes place, my country 
may very well say that to generate additional quantitative growth by going 
into debt is not the right answer to problems of instability and disequili- 
brium in international monetary situations. The latest platform discussed 
by my party included a change in formulation as to the importance of 
economic growth. While ten years ago we were saying that growth is indis- 
pensable, the platform proposal now says that growth is “helpful” in solving 
these problems. And helpful it obviously is, but we have abandoned the 
idea that it is indispensable. This is a major shift. We will need more such 
shifts. 

Why do we believe in economic growth as we do? Why do we look at it 
as an indispensable feature of the economy? One of the reasons, as I have 
mentioned, is that we have experienced during the past 150 years that 
growth betters our way of living. We have therefore learned to understand 
it to be an expression of progress. This has been deeply ingrained in our 
political thinking and in our institutions. The consequence is that govern- 
ments go into debt in order to stimulate growth or to substitute for it. The 
increase in deficits at the same time that the standard of living continuously 
rises is an unresolved paradox of Western industrial society. It makes no 
sense that in the long run, in spite of a continuous increase in material 
well-being, our societies have to go ever deeper into debt. Why is this so? 
There is considerable speculation that the structural composition of modern 
industrial society and democracy has its price and that the deficit is the 
price. Because majorities cannot be made to change their thinking and 
because vested interests cannot be overcome, we simply have to continue 
on this path. I am not as fatalistic as to believe that this is so, but I'm fully 
aware of the tremendous difficulty, being a member of parliament and being 
daily faced with the practical consequences of what I'm saying. Modern 
Western society in the past has accepted both forms of deficits that we 
incur—our national deficits and the increasing deficit that we ourselves 
help to create in the under- and less-developed countries. There is no 
question, if we are honest with one another, that we have been lending 
happily to these countries in order to enable them to buy our products and 
thus increase our own standard of living on money that we lent the buyer. 
Very often these were products that the developing countries could not put 
to use for increasing of their own welfare. Or at least, the net result of 
their buying these products was much less than it could have been had the 
money been used otherwise. So we now have a very substantial responsi- 
bility for that international deficit. And I think that we have to assume that 
responsibility and find ways to take our share of the burden. The reduction 
of these deficits is a matter of survival for the countries in question. Con- 
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ditions that we would think unbearable in our own societies would for many 
of them be progress. Therefore it is unfair to ask them to make yet more 
sacrifices. Our Christian heritage requires that we address the problem of 
international debt and be prepared to share the cost. 

At home, we continue to try to stimulate our economies by going into 
debt with the idea that the stimulation will repay the debt. The problem 
is, this method is no longer working. A favorite device that accompanies 
this shot in the arm of greater deficits is lower taxes, with the result that 
any increase of wealth due to the stimulation has been channeled to in- 
crease government spending. So we have a long record over the last twenty- 
five years of disappointed assumptions as to our capability to repay debt 
that we accrued to solve certain short-term problems. 

We have not only gone into debt in order to support our philosophy of 
quantitative growth, we have also exploited nature's resources in two ways. 
With ever-increasing speed we are using up the world's energy capital. We 
have not restricted ourselves to the energy income of the world. We began 
about one hundred fifty years ago to draw upon the energy capital of the 
planet. Just to give you an impression of the dimensions of this process, 
this energy capital — coal, oil, gas — was built up on this planet in a period 
of roughly 600 million years. If we continue to use up this capital at our 
current rate, we will succeed in reducing this capital to nonusable quantities 
at conceivably affordable prices within five hundred years. Now, if we com- 
pare the time span in which this capital was created with the life of a human 
being and set that at eighty years, the consumption of this capital will take 
place in half an hour. This is the rapidity with which these resources are 
being exhausted. If we talk about the world as God's creation, and about 
our responsibility to future generations, this is an issue that must be faced. 
Moreover, our use of our natural resources is burdening the ecology. Not 
only the radioactive waste but our chemical products and the way we have 
produced these products for the past hundred years has not taken into 
account their consequences when they have to be absorbed within the eco- 
logical system. We assumed that the ecology could take care of things, and 
for a time it seemed it could. Now we know it cannot. This calls for a basic 
restructuring of our inventive and productive processes. I'm not suggesting 
doing away with chemistry —that would be stupid. I'm saying, search for 
ways to make chemical products compatible with nature, and of course 
human inventiveness is capable of doing that. But it requires a rearranging 
of our priorities and an application of the principle that we are trustees of 
creation. We violate that trust if we do not include as an indispensable 
criterion for scientific success the question of whether what we produce is 
compatible with nature. 

As I have suggested, in order to address these fundamental issues we 
must change our way of thinking. We have to find new standards to measure 
progress. We are presently working on the question of alternative standards 
we can use in order to judge the performance of society. How can we make 
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sure that our social institutions do not privilege two-thirds of society and 
leave one-third of society out? How can we make sure that the way we 
spend money, both government money and private money, and the way we 
organize society in its various economic spheres, can lead to better results 
as far as our economy is concerned, both with regard to the poor today and 
future generations tomorrow? We have piled up huge deficits. Now we have 
to find ways to restrain that process. We can do this by redefining the 
concept of freedom in such a way as to include the capability to share as 
part of what we consider to be self-fulfillment and emancipation. We have 
to develop new forms and expressions of self-fulfillment that include re- 
straints, and these restraints must be institutionalized. How this will be 
done will of course vary from nation to nation and society to society, but 
there will be many things in common. In my Bonn institute, where we work 
with these issues on a comparative basis, we find that in the various indus- 
trial societies — Great Britain, Switzerland, the United States, Sweden, Ger- 
many, Holland, Belgium — people are thinking along similar lines, and we 
have an increasing interchange of ideas and cross-fertilization. We have to 
reconstruct our social systems, our housing systems, our labor markets, and 
our whole approach to unemployment. 

The big problem in democracies is that we can only do this with major- 
ities. That means we have to convince a majority that is self-satisfied and 
pretty well off that it is necessary to change what it presently considers a 
highly desirable set of circumstances and lifestyle. We have to convince a 
majority to cooperate with the necessary restraints and sacrifices. Of course, 
I would not underestimate the importance of minority groups — church 
groups, civil rights groups, environmental groups, and others — who with the 
sometimes rather shrill voices necessary to be heard in our societies for- 
mulate and articulate the needs of society and bring pressure to bear. But 
finally you have to convince the majority. My conviction is that this is not 
possible without the assistance of religion. Without the values that are 
rooted in the religious heritage and the commitment that religion engenders 
it will not be possible to redefine our approach to basic economic questions 
in a way that is more compatible with our basic obligations in the area of 
human solidarity and justice. Religion is needed for the individual. I need 
it. Concretely, I need its assurance that it is justifiable and right to put 
society through the turmoil such a readjustment will bring. Many people 
will say, “You are creating social strife. Why aren't you satisfied with the 
situation as it is? Isn't it enough to do something for the poor here at 
home?" The answer is, we can never do something for all the poor if we 
apply principles that cannot be applied worldwide in our economic struc- 
ture. I want to make it clear that I am not preaching the philosophy of 
non-growth; some people promote that philosophy, but I am not one of 
them. I am saying that something else has to grow: the intelligence of our 
societies, the quality of our institutions, the capability of institutions to 
conform to our basic principles better than the present institutions do. In 
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other words, our energies should be directed to increasing the level of 
quality and intelligence and not the amount, the sheer quantity of what we 
have been doing in the past. We need a qualitative change in our devel- 
opment. 

In the history of humankind, qualitative changes do occur from time to 
time — new outlooks on life, new ways of seeing things. But they occur when 
the situation demands a change. I think we are approaching a time when 
such change is necessary if we are to survive. If these changes do not come, 
we will not have an economy that creates peace. We will have an economy 
that increasingly foments unbearable strife, conflict, and terrorism and gives 
rise to a sheer unwillingness on the part of the majority on the planet to 
allow a minority to continue a privileged way of life to which the major 
portion of the human family will never have access or the opportunity to 
enjoy. To maintain a privilege requires a very solid justification. We have 
to think about that justification, because we are tremendously privileged. 
We assume our privileges are more or less brought about by nature or by 
our virtue, or by the fact that we have been selected specially by God. None 
of this is correct. If we are Christians, we cannot accept as God-given this 
kind of a privilege purchased at the price of inequality. There has to be a 
justification, and the only justification that I can think of is that we use the 
opportunities afforded us by our present privileges to cultivate on a broad 
base in our populations the kind of capability, knowledge, and intelligence 
necessary to understand and respond to the challenges we face. We who 
have created the present structures of the world economy have an obliga- 
tion to develop a new economic order that is compatible with a limited 
globe and a growing population, and that in the long run — not from today 
till tomorrow, but in the long run —can guarantee justice and solidarity for 
all humankind, and not just for the privileged Western world. 
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As a social scientist as well as a politician, I will take a somewhat dif- 
ferent approach from that which I anticipate the theologians will take. Mine 
will not be a normative approach which says how things should be. Instead, 
I will attempt to be descriptive and to understand how things are. I will 
devote the first part of the chapter to analyzing the characteristics of the 
specific problematic of politics in Latin America. Then I will move to some 
facts concerning religion in Latin America during the last two decades that 
seem to me important. Finally, I will present the challenges and problems 
in the relation between religion and politics. 

Looking at the Latin American reality and the Latin American model 
of development first from the economic point of view, the important thing 
to remember is that its main characteristic is the phenomenon of depend- 
ency. Latin American development has not been autonomous, building from 
within with its own resources; it has always been heteronomous, controlled, 
dominated and exploited by outside interests. 

The second feature from the economic point of view is that in the last 
decades there has been a consolidation of what has been called the “in- 
formal sector," the masses who are economically marginal. Even where the 
process of industrialization has taken place, this industrialization has been 
unable to incorporate these masses into organized labor. Thus there is a 
large sector of the population, the so-called marginal people, not incor- 
porated into the welfare state or into the formal economic productive proc- 
ess. The third aspect to be noted is the role played by the state as the agent 
and engine of economic development. Finally, in the last decade the tra- 
ditional economic dependence has been intensified and changed through 
the process of external debt. This has put severe limits on the process of 
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economic growth. It is important to say that until the seventies, Latin Amer- 
ica had significant rates of economic growth as compared with other zones 
of the world. But these rates of economic growth were not accompanied 
by a process of redistribution. As a result, inequalities have increased. 

If we look now at the social and cultural aspects of this development, 
we see that the process has created a situation where there are in effect 
different civilizations co-existing in tension with one another. In Latin 
America we live in a premodern, a modern, and a post-modern world — all 
at the same time. This is clearly illustrated, for example, in the novels of 
Nobel laureate Garcia Marquez. Modernization imposed from without 
rather than built from within has left the lower and middle classes without 
an economic base or clear identity and completely dependent on the po- 
litical system, either the party or the state, to accomplish anything. There 
has not been the classic capitalist type of development: class, party, state. 
Instead all these elements are fused. What is especially weak is what we 
call the “political regime," the institutional relation between the state and 
the people. Moreover, this ordering of society creates a great autonomy for 
ideological and cultural phenomena. There can be an important develop- 
ment of a socialist ideology, for example, without a working class that sup- 
ports this ideology. The result is a disarticulation between economics, social 
actors, and ideologies as Alain Tourain has recently observed. This disar- 
ticulation can be unified through only one element, the state — and that 
means politics. Because the society is so fragmented, so heterogeneous, the 
unity of the nation is not to be found in the economy. It is not the rationality 
of capitalism that unifies the nation. Nor can unity be found in race or in 
institutions. And so unity must be found in the state. As many historians 
have observed, in Latin America the state precedes the nation, the state 
has created the nation. And if the state is so crucial, that means that 
politics — the relation between people and the state — is crucial. Politics pen- 
etrates the entire society; society and politics are absolutely intertwined; 
the culture is a political culture. All the aspects of society and culture 
depend on politics. In that sense, although it varies from country to country, 
it is civil society that is weak and politics, or the state, that is strong. 

Politics in Latin America, according to Tourain, typically includes an 
appeal to masses, an appeal for modernization or development, and an 
anti-imperialist appeal to nationalist sentiment. Populism has been always 
the main way to do politics in Latin America because it combines these 
appeals. This populism is found in all countries and takes a variety of forms. 
But alternatives to populism have also emerged, such as the appeal to class 
struggle by the guerrilla movements in the sixties; the appeal to commu- 
nitarian Christianity by the “base communities"; and the appeal to the 
order guaranteed by authoritarianism. j 

Because of the crucial role of politics, because politics penetrates all the 
society, there is a fusion of the dimensions that are in the developed coun- 
tries usually separate, and politics is burdened with the weight of passions. 
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In that sense, the symbolic-expressive character of politics predominates over 
what can be called the instrumental character of politics. 

In the international context, Latin America belongs to two worlds. It is 
part of Western civilization, but it belongs also to the Third World. It is 
torn between these identities, as is well revealed in Latin American novels. 
Integration into the world community has always been seen as a subordinate 
part of a major economy. In recent decades this has meant subordination 
to the economic and political interests of the United States. This is in- 
tensified by the fact that the hegemony of the United States over Latin 
America involves the evident incapacity of the United States, with rare 
exceptions, to understand the independence of Latin America. Instead, 
Latin America is viewed as part of the U.S. struggle against its own per- 
ceived enemy, the Soviet Union. As a result, the problems of Latin America 
are consistently seen not from the Latin American point of view, but from 
the point of view of the conflict between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. The most tragic example of this is the case of Central America, but 
it can be seen in other instances as well. 

Some countries are still in the kind of struggle that was typical of the 
nineteenth century or the beginning of this century, the anti-oligarchy strug- 
gle and the struggle for national independence. This is especially charac- 
teristic of Central American countries. But in other countries, the oligarchic 
system collapsed with the economic crisis of 1929 to 1931. What emerged 
has been referred to as “the state of compromise,” a kind of arrangement 
between the old oligarchical sector, a new bourgeoisie and middle class, 
and, in a subordinate way, organized labor. This unstable combination of 
interests created modernization and partial industrialization, accomplished 
at the cost of marginalizing two main sectors of the population — the peas- 
antry and the urban poor. In the sixties, there were some attempts to 
integrate these two marginalized sectors through reforms such as agrarian 
reforms and benefits and participation extended to the urban poor. But 
dependency-style capitalism set very real limits on what could be done, and 
political factions were unable to find an agreement that genuinely and 
effectively incorporated the necessary structural changes. As a result, the 
earlier state of compromise began a process of deterioration. The deteri- 
oration gave rise to the guerrilla movement, on the one hand, and on the 
other, to a more class-oriented politics but under a democratic regime, as 
in the example of the Chilean Unidad Popular and the Allende government. 
These two approaches failed, but another way of transforming the state of 
compromise and overcoming populism has emerged, a new kind of author- 
itarianism. The military regimes that developed in Latin America in the 
sixties and seventies in the Southern Cone (Brazil, Argentina, Chile, Uru- 
guay) have sought to eradicate and eliminate the trend toward redistribu- 
tion and mass participation in government and to revive capitalism by 
reinserting their economies into the world capitalist system. The only actor 
capable of doing that was one that had the monopoly of force — and that 
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was the military. So military regimes combined a typical military ideology, 
learned in the United States and based on the U.S. national security 
doctrine that led them to a very repressive system, with an attempt to 
restructure capitalism, setting aside previous attempts toward popular re- 
distribution and participation. In some countries these regimes have lasted 
over twenty years. In others the experience has been briefer. 

The evolution of the Latin American political problematique can be fur- 
ther seen in the main political debates. In the fifties the main themes were 
modernization and development. In the sixties, because of the influence of 
the Cuban revolution and because of the mood of the sixties everywhere, 
the main theme was revolution. The ideal was a socialist society. In the 
seventies and the eighties, the main theme is the concept of democracy. 
One hears less about development and even less about revolution and 
socialism, but everywhere the terms of democracy and democratization ap- 
pear. In Latin America, however, democracy is an ambiguous concept. It 
has at least two meanings. One arises out of the opposition to authoritar- 
ianism, what everyone in Western society knows as political democracy. But 
in Latin America this concept of political democracy has had associated 
with it what Karl Mannheim called “fundamental democratization,” the 
incorporation of all of the people into the benefits of modern life and a 
process of participation in the decisions that affect collective and individual 
life. In some countries there has been a process of democratization without 
political democracy. For example, under Peronism in Argentina, or in Bo- 
livia where the working class experienced a process of democratization, but 
not in the framework of political democracy. What we have learned from 
experience, however, is that there is no way to have democratization with- 
out political democracy, and that there will not be a stable political de- 
mocracy without a process of democratization. This means that it is one 
thing to eliminate authoritarianism and establish the institutions of political 
democracy, and another to create a political majority that will be able to 
combine political democracy with social change. The forces that would have 
to cooperate to do this have, until the seventies, been fighting one another. 
The problem today for Latin America is how to combine political democ- 
racy as a conditio sine qua non with increased and more profound democ- 
ratization, while avoiding undermining the stability of political democracy. 
This situation of delicate balance is made even more difficult by the prob- 
lem of the limits imposed by dependency resulting from overwhelming ex- 
ternal debt. 

If this analysis is accurate, the problems of peace and security in Latin 
America must be redefined. The central problem of national security is not 
the problem of the aggression of the Soviet Union, the communists, or 
Marxism. Understanding and accepting this crucial difference is for some 
North Americans puzzling, as caught up in East-West geopolitics as they 
are. For us the problem of national security is internal and political in the 
sense that millions and millions of people who have been shunted to one 
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side by modern civilization must be incorporated into political and eco- 
nomic life. The problem of national security is political in the sense that a 
stable political democracy is a prerequisite. That means control over the 
military. The problem of national security is economic in the sense that 
with the kind of bondage to debt that plagues most Latin American coun- 
tries, benefits from development cannot flow to the people. So the problems 
of security and peace in Latin America can be understood only by analyzing 
the challenge of democracy and democratization. Peace and national se- 
curity are linked to the internal process of democratization and to the 
external process of the agreements necessary to solve the economic prob- 
lems facing not only Latin America but the whole developing world, prob- 
lems that have little to do with the struggle between the Soviet Union and 
the United States. Therefore, Latin America must be allowed to be a zone 
of peace and not embroiled in the fight between the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union. I would like to say that in recent years there has been only one 
administration in Washington in which the problems of Latin America were 
considered as problems of Latin America, in which the national security of 
these countries was defined as a problem of human rights and not as a 
problem of the interests of the U.S., and that was during some periods of 
the Carter administration. 

Let us turn now to the problems and the relations between politics and 
religion. First, we must remind ourselves that Latin America is still a Cath- 
olic continent even if, because of the identity crisis of the Catholic church, 
Protestant religion, especially of a conservative variety, has made impressive 
gains at the popular level among the masses of the poor. Second, I would 
say that two tendencies have been present in the Catholic church since the 
sixties. On the one hand, the Catholic church and some of its hierarchy 
have assumed progressive positions in certain countries in the fight against 
dictatorships. The church has provided a space where social activists who 
were expelled or repressed could find a place to reconstruct themselves 
and rethink their mission. The church has been not only a space but an 
actor and has played an active role — as in my country — against the military 
state. We must not forget that the theme of human rights has been put on 
the agenda by the church. On the other hand, this sociopolitically progres- 
sive aspect of the Catholic church has tended to be counterbalanced in 
recent years by tendencies emanating from the Vatican that lead to an 
ecclesiology in which the nation and the religion are the same, where re- 
ligion is the civil society and the church is seen as the institution that 
possesses the truth. This seems to me to be an ecclesiology that is counter 
to the Second Vatican Council and the Council's insight that the church 
can learn from human experience. Restructuring has been undertaken to 
develop especially the nonpolitical aspects of the church. In general, the 
new bishops appointed by the pope are what are called “pastoral” bishops, 
who do not understand politics and contemporary issues and try to confine 
the church to its old abstract mission to preach the faith but without the 
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accompanying commitment to the redemption of society. 

A third characteristic of religion in Latin America in the last two decades 
has been the vigorous development of Christian thought with a very im- 
portant political content that emphasizes the prophetic dimension — com- 
mitment, faith and praxis— with the theme of liberation. This is in some 
ways summarized in the "preferential option for the poor." This intellectual 
position is paralleled by the massive participation of Christians in politics 
and the creation of popular organizations at the grassroots level with a 
commitment to social democracy, exemplified in the communidades de base, 
the base communities. But it can also be seen in the student movement, 
the workers’ movement, and the shantytown movement — everywhere you 
find Christians at work. In any case, one can no longer say what was for- 
merly said of the Christians, that they were unpractical and went into the 
battle *with a flower in their hand!" In this phenomenon of political par- 
ticipation, the role of the clergy and church workers, male and female, has 
been very important. 

In the fourth place, there has also been a development in the religiosity 
of poor masses, the popular religiosity so inseparable from Latin American 
cultures. This phenomenon is ambiguous and complex in its meaning and 
implications. On the one side, it tends to be conservative and to invoke 
ritual and magic, isolating people from political life and its problems. On 
the other, this kind of religiosity has sown seeds of protest, of criticism. It 
sets the religious community against the world, and in that sense it has 
within it the germ of social change, even if this is obscured by ritual and 
magical beliefs. 

Finally, the fusion of the different dimensions of social life in Latin 
America — politics, culture, economics — gives to religion a political function 
that goes beyond its cultural dimension. We can summarize this political 
function in the roles that religion fulfills. One is as the inspiration and 
motivation for political thought and action. Another, more complicated, is 
the role religion plays in the legitimation and delegitimation of political 
positions and political regimes. That is why the leaders of military coups 
will always try to have a bishop by their side to legitimate the new order. 
A third role of religion is that of active mediator of social conflicts. This 
means that there will not be significant changes in Latin America's future 
without the involvement of the church. But this also raises the problem of 
the difficult, but I believe necessary, future secularization of politics. 

In conclusion, let me address briefly the three areas which seem to be 
problematic in the relation between religion and politics. One concerns the 
role of the church as such; the second, the role of Christians in politics; 
and the third, some issues of a more theological nature. 

Concerning the role of the church, if this role is seen in the context of 
the democratization that I have described as a main challenge in Latin 
America, and if we say that the church will play a mediating role, we must 
recognize that this mediation will always be biased, just as the Spanish king 
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who mediated the transition from the Franco regime to democracy was 
biased in favor of a democratic monarchy. In some countries, the bias of 
the church is still conservative. This is the case, for example, in the role of 
the church in Nicaragua. In the other countries, and this is true in Chile, 
the church mediates with a bias toward a progressive position and favors 
the process of democratization. However, even if the church plays a positive 
role in the process of transition to democracy by protesting military dicta- 
torships and promoting political democracy, the question still remains, 
What will the role of the church be in the future process of modernization? 
It seems to me possible to hypothesize that the church will play a twofold 
role, progressive in some regards, conservative and even reactionary in 
others. When the church speaks of a “preferential option for the poor,” it 
provides a kind of permanent pressure to avoid getting bogged down in the 
persistent institutional problems of democracy and move toward the goal 
of genuine democratization. When the church speaks about preferential 
option for the poor, it is saying it will always oppose all forms of domination 
and oppression. When politicians get too imbedded in the problems of 
constructing democracy and neglect necessary social changes toward a de- 
mocracy more open to the people, the church will always remind them, 
"Listen, there are still some things to change because of the preferential 
option for the poor." However, in areas such as education, the role of 
women, interpersonal relations, and sexuality, the role of the church may 
be very conservative. Thus the influence of the church, because of the 
legitimacy the church has won in the fight against dictatorships, may in the 
end be a conservative influence that obstructs necessary moves toward mod- 
ernization. We should not be surprised then if the church which has played 
a progressive role in fundamental questions of justice turns conservative 
when it comes to the modernization of cultural traditions. 

The second problematique concerns the role of Christians. We will not 
discuss here the very positive role of Christians in organizing the working 
class and the poor or their commitment to the political process. But there 
is an absolutizing tendency in their commitment. They move too quickly 
from the prophetic dimension to political specifics without understanding 
that politics also means negotiation and compromise. There is a messianic 
tendency to turn politics into religion and to expect new political institutions 
to establish the perfect community, the final solution. Thus Christians may 
become more radicalized than the people to whom they appeal and whom 
they say they are representing. 

Finally, I have difficulty with some typical Christian ways of thinking and 
therefore have a few bones to pick with the theologians. This is said against 
the background of profound appreciation, for in situations of social crisis, 
when aspirations are raised for justice and human rights but the daily reality 
in a military dictatorship is the ongoing drama of life and death, the lan- 
guage of the churches and Christian traditions become very important. They 
interpret the basic human situation, both its hopes and its tragedies. Re- 
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ligious language and interpretation will therefore play a crucial role in 
setting the norms for concrete historical changes and future political de- 
velopments. And theological analyses will be an important part of this 
contribution. But the social analysis undertaken by liberation theologies 
has been heavily dependent upon socioeconomic theories and has not given 
sufficient attention to political processes. The utopian dimensions of Chris- 
tianity could thus create problems in understanding the constraints and 
limits of politicians and politics. 

Another issue has to do with the relation with Marxism. It is not so much 
a practical problem because on the practical level in Latin America Marxists 
and Christians collaborate in daily political life. But the church and some 
theologians still tend to treat Marxism as a monolithic system, a competing 
religion, as it were, and then they draw the conclusion that it is incompatible 
with Christianity. The fact is that Marxism has itself undergone a demythol- 
ogizing and secularization process which makes it not so much a theory of 
salvation as a tool of analysis. As such, it remains most helpful when kept 
within sharply defined parameters. To continue to condemn Marxism as a 
monolithic system is to set up a straw man. 

A third theme I would ask theologians to rethink is the subject of viol- 
ence. Typically we hear the church say, “We condemn violence per se — all 
types of violence, regardless from whence it comes." This tends to be ab- 
stract and unproductive. No one is advocating violence as such. Belief in 
violence as such was a phenomenon of the sixties, when there was a blind 
faith in revolution. What is needed today is a strategy for necessary change. 
The abstract condemnation of violence per se, which one often hears in 
church circles, is not very helpful in situations where violence is already 
present and a way must be found to move beyond it. 

Fourth is the theme of liberation. The concept of liberation has an in- 
credible power for political action, but liberation is a prophetic and utopian 
principle. And so the concept needs to be accompanied by a theory of 
political means and mediations, the different measures and stages that can 
translate liberation into a democratic order. That is also the case with the 
concept of the "preferential option for the poor." What does this mean in 
political language? Are the poor a distinct class who should have their own 
political identity, party organization, and power? Or do we mean that we 
ought to pay more attention to the diversity of the poor as social actors, 
and to the problem of pluralistic political representation of the poor? 

Finally, it seems to me that it would be helpful for the dialogue between 
theology and politics to clarify the distinctions as well as the points of 
intersection among the three types of utopian ideals. The Anglo-Saxon 
liberal utopia is freedom, not liberation but liberty, the unfettered inde- 
pendence of the individual, and is expressed in political democracy. The 
socialist utopia is equality, expressed in social and economic democracy. 
The Christian utopia is solidarity, love, genuine community. It seems to me 
that Christians need to ask what their utopia has to contribute to the other 
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two, and to ask what the others contribute to the concrete realization of 
more perfect community. Only by the cooperation and integration of the 
three is a viable common life possible. But this presupposes more serious 
respect for one another and dialogue toward common goals than we have 
seen thus far. In the past, representatives of these three orientations have 
regarded their utopias as mutually exclusive and in competition. 

In Latin America, you cannot think of politics without also thinking of 
religion, nor of religion without thinking of politics. But we need today a 
secularization of politics, an end of competing claims to be the only way to 
salvation. Politics is too subject to becoming “religious,” to claiming an 
unwarranted comprehensiveness and finality for its institutions and solu- 
tions. The role of Christianity therefore should be prophetic, to point to 
the true utopia of absolute justice that serves to expose the inadequacies 
of every political solution along the way. But we must keep politics both 
realistic about its limitations and at the same time constantly pursuing its 
task of overcoming injustice and making relative justice possible. Thus re- 
ligion and politics are interrelated but at the same time different in their 
roles, and therefore autonomous. 

Christianity is prophetic: it fights against injustice in order to put an end 
to it. Politics is the art of the possible. It fights against injustice in order 
not to be destroyed by it. This is the drama that links, yet distinguishes, 
these key components of Latin American societies. 
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Chapter 4 


Political Theology and the Ethics 
of Peace 


JURGEN MOLTMANN 


As early as 1946, Albert Einstein wrote the prophetic words: “The un- 
leashed power of the atom has changed everything except our ways of 
thinking. We shall require a substantially new manner of thinking, if man- 
kind is to survive." Today, more than forty years later, the destructive power 
of atomic weapons has been raised to the immeasurable, but we are still 
looking for a “new manner of thinking,” so we can escape this deadly threat 
to humankind. Since Hiroshima, *the bomb" has abruptly changed the 
world, but Christian theology has only slowly become aware of the new 
situation in which all its traditional concepts for dealing with power, with 
terror and with war have become antiquated. 

In the first part, I would like to speak about the conditions of the world 
in a nuclear age and about the origin of a new "political theology" in 
Europe, which in both German states today is turning more and more into 
a "theology of peace." In the second part, I shall attempt to define anew 
what it means to be a Christian in the midst of these apocalyptic dangers. 
In the third part, I want to unfold the ethics of peace in a nuclear age in 
order to define finally the categorical imperative of every human ethic of life 
in this age. 

The location for my perspectives on theology, politics, and peace is di- 
vided postwar Germany: Nowhere else in the world are per square kilo- 
meter so many nuclear weapons stored, so many missiles based and so many 
foreign armies stationed in addition to one's own as in West and East 
Germany. Moreover, we belong to the developed industrial nations in a 
global economic system that destabilizes the countries of the Third World 
and brings them into greater and greater debt slavery. Finally, because of 
the dense industrial development in our land the ecological crisis is ever- 
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present in dying forests, poisoned waters and acid rain. I live in a center 
of these three crises, but I shall speak chiefly about the first. 


I. The Nuclear Age and the New Political Theology 


1. The new sense of time. Hiroshima in 1945 fundamentally changed the 
quality of human history: Our time has become limited time. 'The epoch in 
which we exist is the last epoch of humankind; for we live in the time in 
which the end of humankind can be brought to pass at any moment. The 
system of nuclear deterrence, which we have built up and continue to make 
more and more perfect, has made it possible to put an end to the life of 
most of humankind in a few hours. The nuclear winter that will follow a 
war with nuclear weapons leaves the survivors no chance. This time, in 
which the end of humankind is possible at any moment, is in a strictly 
secular sense and without any apocalyptic images truly the “endtime.” For 
no one can expect that this nuclear age will be superseded by another age 
in which this deadly threat of humankind to itself no longer exists. The 
dream of “a world without nuclear weapons" is a pleasant dream, but only 
wishful thinking. No one seriously expects that humans shall one day again 
become incapable of doing that which they can do now. Whoever has 
learned the formula once can no longer forget about it. In Hiroshima in 
1945 humankind lost its “atomic innocence," and it will never get it back. 

If the nuclear age is the last age of humankind, then the struggle of 
humankind for survival means today the struggle for time. The struggle for 
life is the struggle against the nuclear end. We attempt to make our endtime 
as endless as possible by constantly granting the threatened life on this 
earth a new temporary reprieve. This struggle for the postponement of the 
end is a permanent struggle for survival. It is a struggle without victory, a 
struggle without end —at best without end. We can extend this nuclear 
endtime, but we and all succeeding generations must again and again ne- 
gotiate a new reprieve for life in this endtime. The lifetime of humanity is 
no longer guaranteed by nature, as it has been up to now, but must be 
created by humans themselves through a deliberate politics of survival. Up 
to now nature has regenerated humanity after epidemics and world wars. 
Up to now nature has protected humanity from extermination by individ- 
uals. From this time on that is no longer the case. Since Hiroshima humanity 
as a whole has “become mortal," as Mikhail Gorbachev correctly observed. 
“Immortality,” as he said (or more modestly, survival) has since Hiroshima 
inevitably become the primary task of human culture, and therefore also of 
political culture. It means that today all decisions must be considered in 
view of the life of the coming generations. This is a new, hitherto unknown 
responsibility of humans.! 

2. The nuclear age is the first common age of all nations and of all people. 
Since Hiroshima the many, different histories of the nations on this earth 
have become the one common history of the one human race — but for the 
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time being only negatively, in mutual threat and common danger. 

The nations today have entered into the first common age of humankind, 
because they have all become possible common objects of nuclear exter- 
mination. In this situation, survival of humankind is only conceivable when 
the nations organize themselves into the collective agent of survival. Since 
Hiroshima the survival of humans is inseparably bound up with the unifi- 
cation of the nations for the common defense against these deadly dangers. 
Only the unity of humankind guarantees survival, and the survival of every 
individual requires the unification of humankind. The lifesaving unification 
of humankind in the age of the nuclear threat demands the relativization 
of the individual interest of the nations, the subjecting of conflict-promoting 
ideologies to free, open and democratic critique, increased tolerance to- 
ward different religions, and the general subordination of all lesser interests 
under the common interest in life. The continuing rivalry of the superpow- 
ers and of the different social systems does not yet allow the necessary 
world organization. Nonetheless, a step-by-step building up of an 
international network of political responsibility for peace in regional se- 
curity partnerships is possible, as for example between the two German 
states and the states of Western and Eastern Europe. Even in Moscow they 
speak of moving from confrontation with the West to an economic, ecolog- 
ical and scientific interdependence with the West. 

3. The military system of nuclear deterrence does not secure peace, but en- 
dangers it on a large scale. It can only be a transition to another way of 
safeguarding the peace, namely a more political one. But it also endangers 
the peace in three other respects: First, the arms buildup of the northern 
hemisphere is a burden to the nations of the Third World, who are sinking 
deeper and deeper into poverty and debt. It has led moreover to the arming 
of the developing nations and the waging of numerous wars in these lands. 
Seventy-five percent of the weapons trade of the last two decades has been 
with the developing nations. Both crises are in various ways mutually de- 
pendent: without disarmament in the North, no justice in the South, and 
vice versa. Only through building up lasting development in the South can 
we come to disarmament and peace. A war with nuclear weapons is a 
potential danger for humankind. But the North-South economic conflict is 
a reality from which people are already dying today. 

The second danger to peace comes from the fact that an atomic war 
would be the worst ecological catastrophe that could be wrought by humans, 
as the Brundland Report confims.? But the arms buildup in the First World 
is — together with other factors — already spreading ecological catastrophes 
in the Third World through the indebtedness of the Third World. Exploi- 
tation creates poverty; poverty leads to indebtedness; indebtedness forces 
them to sell and use up their natural resources, their own bases for life — 
to chop down rain forests, to overgraze the meadows, to drive out the rural 
population, etc. — which eventually can only deepen their poverty. It is a 
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vicious circle: The arms race produces poverty and environmental destruc- 
tion worldwide. 

Finally, attention must be drawn to the Auman problem in nuclear tech- 
nology: nuclear technology demands infallible human beings because it 
reacts in a quite unfriendly manner to human errors. Can this dangerous 
technology be controlled by fallible and corruptible human beings? The 
catastrophes from Windscale/Sallafield, Harrisburg, and Chernobyl as well 
as the diverse international corruption scandals in the nuclear industry all 
say no. The experimental, trial-and-error method has come to an end. We 
can no longer afford any error. This means we can gain no more experience. 
Humankind lives only once. And if we live only once we can experiment 
with nuclear war only once. But that means that either humans retire from 
risky nuclear technology and seek other energy sources which are ecolog- 
ically more tolerable and friendly toward human beings, or they find a way 
to change human nature which up to this point has been described with 
the phrase “to err is human." 

4. New theological thinking in the nuclear age. The new political theology 
arose in Germany after the end of the war under the dreadful shock of 
Auschwitz. For us young Germans who began the study of theology after 
the war, “Auschwitz” became a turning point in our thinking and acting. 
We became painfully aware that we must live, inescapably, in the shadow 
of the holocaust, which had been committed against the Jewish people in 
the name of our people. “After Auschwitz” became our concrete context 
for theology. With the name of the place of the crime we not only marked 
a political or moral crisis of our people, but also a theological and church 
crisis. For us, what was so incomprehensible about Auschwitz was not only 
the executioners and their assistants, not only the technical perfection of 
the mass extermination, and not only the experience of the hiddenness of 
God. For us, it was the silence of the men and women who had looked on, 
or looked away, or closed their eyes only to hand over the victims, so 
completely abandoned, to mass murder. For us Auschwitz did not turn into 
a question about the meaning of suffering, as it did for the Jews, but into 
a question about the strength to live with such a burden of guilt and shame 
and sorrow. 

With this insight we began to examine the Christian and church tradi- 
tions in Germany: Why did Christians and churches, aside from exceptions, 
for the most part remain silent? There was no lack of personal courage. 
But we discovered that the following cultural assumptions and prejudices 
prevailed. First, “Faith is a private matter.” Faith is concerned with saving 
one’s soul and the inner peace of one’s heart, but not with politics. With 
the modern split of human existence into "public life" and “private life,” 
governmental power politics without morality, on the one hand, and per- 
sonal morality without power, on the other, arose. Many of the Christians 
who detested Hitler and deplored the fate of the Jews went into the so- 
called “inner emigration”: They tried to save their souls by accommodating 
themselves to the political demands. They were not able to save their per- 
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sonal innocence. There is no chance for “moral man” in a really “immoral 
society.” 

Second, the separation of religion and politics. Since Reformation times, 
the Protestant “two kingdoms doctrine” has taught the distinction between 
the realms of church and state, religion and politics. From this distinction 
has followed the claim that the church must be unpolitical, and politics 
nonreligious. When Hitler came to power, the churches did not feel re- 
sponsible for the human dignity and the civil rights of the Communists, 
Socialists, Democrats and Jews, who were the first to be persecuted. Only 
when Hitler wanted to subjugate the churches did the resistance movement 
of the churches emerge. Apart from individuals like Dietrich Bonhoeffer 
and Father Delp, there was no political resistance by Christians and 
churches. “The church must be the church,” it was said, regardless of what 
happens in state and society. With this stance the churches were implicated 
in Auschwitz. Churches and theologies which declare themselves to be 
"unpolitical" always cooperate with the powers of the status quo. With 
their alleged political neutrality they pay the price for their privileges. 

The new political theology does not want to *politicize" the churches, but 
it wants to make all aware of the political relationships of the churches and 
"christianize" the political existence of the churches. Christ's Church is “an 
institution of social-critical freedom" (Metz). For finally every church that 
bases itself on Christ must be reminded that Christ was not sacrificed be- 
tween two candlesticks on an altar but was crucified on Golgotha, outside 
the city, between two Jewish freedom fighters, by the Roman occupation 
forces. 

Third, we learned that the privatization of faith and the separation of 
the church from politics has resulted in a brand of politics called Realpolitik, 
with disastrous results for society and political life. In Germany politics 
became a matter of power politics without conscience and moral scruples. 
“With the Sermon on the Mount one cannot rule the state," said Bismarck, 
who in his private life was very pious. This German Realpolitik set off two 
world wars and destroyed our nation and people physically and spiritually 
in the long term, although it was rather successful for short periods of time. 
In comparison, it proves to be not only more responsible but also wiser to 
orient politics by standards of human rights and to regard national politics 
as a moral task in behalf of humankind. “After Auschwitz," morality and 
religion, conscience and responsibility will have to come back into politics, 
if we intend to save humankind from a nuclear holocaust. 

The Political Theology, which we began in the 1960s in the awareness of 
the Jewish Holocaust, has since the mid-seventies turned more and more 
into a theology of peace in the face of the nuclear holocaust which threatens 
all humankind. 


II. Being Christian in the Nuclear Age 


When Christians think about the future of this society which lies under 
the threat of death, they begin with the experience that determines their 
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existence as Christians. When the church intervenes in the conflicts of the 
society in which she lives, she does it for the sake of the God to whom she 
owes her existence. Christians respond to the challenges of their times with 
their own existence, their whole existence. For these are not only questions 
involving action, but also core questions of existence. Social involvement 
by Christians is the means of the witness of Christ; and the political re- 
sponsibility of the church emerges from the innermost core of her divine 
mission. Otherwise the actions of both churches and individual Christians 
would be arbitrary and superficial. But what makes a Christian a Christian, 
and what makes the church the church of Christ? 

First, at the heart of things is the justifying and peacemaking action of 
God through Christ toward an unjust and unpeaceful humanity. Christ “was 
put to death for our trespasses and raised for our justification," says Paul 
(Romans 4:25). In the letter to the Colossians (1:19, 20) is a similar claim 
regarding peace: “For in [Christ] all the fulness of God was pleased to 
dwell, and through him to reconcile to himself all things... making peace 
by the blood of his cross." All that a Christian is, and all that the church 
is and can do, is derived from this justifying, reconciling and peacemaking 
action of God. The church of Christ cannot be anything other than a “peace 
church" and a “justice church." 

From every gift (Gabe), however, arises a corresponding task (Aufgabe). 
If the Christians are the handiwork (Werk) of this justice-creating and pea- 
cemaking action of God, then they are also and with equal seriousness the 
instrument (Werkzeug) to express this divine action in this world. From the 
justification of the unjust humans follows their mission as peacemakers in 
the conflicts of this society. There can be no other response by Christians 
to their experience of God. The creative action of God and the answering 
action of humans certainly do not lie on the same level, because God is 
God and humans are humans. But no one should separate these two levels 
which God has put together. Just as humans owe their justification com- 
pletely to God, so God is concerned with the just actions of humans. God 
puts the hunger and the thirst for justice in the hearts of those whom God 
justifies. Whoever rests content in the personal peace of God but does not 
become a peacemaker does not really know the dynamic of the Spirit of 
God. God gives us his peace in order to make us peacemakers. 

The church exists in today's society as the product and instrument of 
God's justice. The economic, political, and social conflicts of society are 
also the church's own conflicts. All Christians experience them in their own 
lives. The stronger they believe the justice of God, the more painfully they 
suffer from the injustice they see. If there were no God, then perhaps one 
could come to terms with violence and injustice, because “that’s just the 
way it is." But if God is, and if God is just, then one can no longer simply 
come to terms with it. Then one can never become accustomed to injustice, 
but will rather resist and oppose it with all one's strength. If there is a God, 
then there is a justice and a judgment — which no one can evade. 
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Second, if the Church of Christ is the handiwork and the instrument of 
God's justice in the world, then she is also the place where the signs of the 
coming creation of a new and just world begin: If the peace of God is 
experienced in the church, then the hope for “peace on earth" also origi- 
nates here. If faith responds to the experienced justice of God with 
thoughts, words and works, hope anticipates a new just world. If faith em- 
braces the peace of God, hope anticipates a new world of peace. If faith 
finds the comfort of God in all suffering, hope looks toward a new creation 
in which there will be no more suffering, pain or crying. To say it simply: 
those who believe in God have hope for this earth and do not despair. 

Since the 1968 General Assembly of the World Council of Churches in 
Uppsala, this life in hope has been called in the ecumenical discussions, 
“life in anticipation”: “Prepare the way of the Lord!" Even if the fears and 
apprehensions have become greater today, I consider the message from 
Uppsala to be as current and important now as it was then: 


The Lord says, “I make all things new." We ask you, trusting in God's 
renewing power, to join in these anticipations of God's Kingdom, 
showing now something of the newness Christ will complete. 
... Christ wants his church already to be a sign for, and an announce- 
ment of, a renewed human community.? 


In fact, all humans live in anticipation: in fear and in hope we already 
dwell today in our destiny of tomorrow. By virtue of their hope Christians 
anticipate the future of the new creation, the kingdom of justice and free- 
dom, not because they are optimists but because they trust the faithfulness 
of God. To be sure, we shall not fully realize the kingdom of justice in the 
world. But we cannot exempt ourselves from the task for God's sake. 


III. The Ethics of Peace in the Nuclear Age 


In this third part I want to develop five ethical principles of the politics 
of peace in Christian theological perspective which, in my opinion, follow 
directly from the experience of Christian existence in the nuclear age. 

First, Justice creates peace. The biblical traditions and the Christian ex- 
perience of faith say unambiguously that justice alone creates a lasting 
peace (shalom). All church pronouncements have correctly taken this view. 
But what is "justice"? Jews and Christians will start with their experience 
of God's justice when they want to bring justice into the world. God's justice 
is experienced by them as creative, justifying and justice-creating. God is 
just because God creates rights for those human beings who have no rights, 
and seeks to set right those human beings who are unrighteous. God's 
justice is not vindictive but saving justice. That is why we can pray with 
Psalm 31:1, “In thy righteousness deliver me!" God “executes justice for 
the oppressed,” confesses Psalm 146:7. Through this justice God creates 
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that kind of peace that endures: shalom. It follows from this that there is 
no peace where injustice and violence rule, even when “law and order" 
have been achieved by force. Peace does not bring justice, but justice brings 
peace. Injustice always creates inequalities and destroys balances. Unjust 
systems can only survive with violence. There is no peace where violence 
rules; for where violence rules, death reigns. 

We relate this Jewish-Christian concept of justice to the concepts of 
justice in our legal culture: 

An early concept of the European law defines justice as justitia distrib- 
utiva: suum cuique — "To each his/her own." This ingenious formula com- 
bines equality in the eyes of the law (“each”) with the real differences 
between human beings (“one’s own"). It is reflected in the Hutterite Breth- 
ren's formulation: “Everyone gives what he can; everyone receives what for 
him is necessary." Or, as Marx restated it, “From each according to his 
ability, to each according to his need." This concept of justice is, however, 
mainly applied to goods and services: all humans have the human right to 
life, food, work and freedom. 

The personal concept of justice, through which human community is es- 
tablished, goes beyond this goods and services concept, however. It consists 
in the mutual recognition of human dignity and mutual acceptance. This 
creates a humane and just community. And it corresponds to the Christian 
experience: “Accept one another, as Christ has accepted you, for the glory 
of God" (Romans 15:7). This personal concept of justice also underlies the 
modern concepts of democratic society like covenant and constitution. 

But the highest form of justice is the justice of mercy through which those 
without rights receive justice. That is the justice of “the God of the widows 
and orphans." In this world of human injustice and human violence divine 
justice takes on the form of the "preferential option for the poor," as the 
Latin American liberation theologians say. That does not mean that “mercy 
goes before justice," but that those deprived of their rights come to their 
rights, and the unjust are converted to justice. This divine justice does not 
stand outside of the human system of justice, rather it is the justice-creating 
source for that system which leads to lasting peace. Both the recognition 
of the human dignity of others and the creation and protection of the rights 
of the poor and the weak are at the foundation of every lasting human 
system of justice. 

Second, Aope and the way of peace. 'The biblical traditions and the Chris- 
tian experience of faith speak of a comprehensive peace because they speak 
of God's peace. Shalom means the sanctification of all life which God has 
created, in all of its relationships. It is blessed life in communion with the 
life-giving God, with other humans and with all other creatures: peace with 
God, peace among humans, peace with nature. It is characteristic of shalom 
that it cannot be limited to a purely religious or individualistic interpreta- 
tion. Because its source is in God, shalom is universal in intention. It follows 
from this that peace is not a state of affairs but a process, not a possession 
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we have but a way in which we are. Peace is not the absence of violence, 
but the presence of justice. 

In peace studies the distinction is made between a negative and a positive 
definition of peace. The negative definition says, peace is the absence of 
war, and thus the absence of the use of military force. This is the under- 
standing of peace presupposed when it is said that the system of nuclear 
deterrence has "preserved the peace" for the last forty years. Apart from 
the fact that this is by no means the experience of all nations, peace in this 
definition is confused with “ceasefire,” and the costs of the system of nu- 
clear deterrence are concealed. A negative definition is more easily agreed 
upon, but it is insufficient. 

The positive definition of peace defines peace as a state of social justice, 
with the democratic settlement of conflicts and conciliation in a lasting 
development of all. Some would consider this utopian, but without these 
positive elements the negative concept of peace does not function either. 

The Christian concept of peace combines both definitions, but gives the 
positive definition of peace preference through the emphasis on justice. It 
follows from this that peace in history is a continuous process, a common 
way on which there are steps forward and steps back. On this way, the 
issue is the reduction of arms and violence and the building up of trust and 
community. 

Lasting peace in history is peace viewed not just in terms of the present 
generation. Lasting peace arises out of the responsibility for justice between 
the generations. Humankind is created as a series of generations. That is 
why every generation is debtor to the past generations, and that is why 
every generation has responsibility for the life of the coming generations. 
Only an unwritten contract of justice between the generations promotes a 
lasting peace for humankind. 

Third, responsibility for the enemies. “Love of the enemy" is, according to 
Christ's Sermon on the Mount, the perfect, God-like form of love and the 
way toward lasting peace on earth. Whoever gets involved in a disagreement 
and has a conflict comes under the law of retaliation, “an eye for an eye, 
a tooth for a tooth." Whoever accepts the law of retaliation in regard to 
the enemy falls into a vicious circle from which there is no escape: One is 
inevitably the enemy of one's enemy, and this hostility determines the na- 
ture of the relationship. If evil is repaid with evil, then the one evil always 
focusses on the other evil, because only in this way can it justify its hostility 
and right to retaliate. In the nuclear age the arms race, which works in a 
similar way, leads the world into the abyss of universal death. Liberation 
for life is possible only when the focus on the enemy ceases and deterrence 
by the threat of retaliation no longer reigns. 

The attitude toward the enemy that Jesus puts in place of deterrence is 
“love of the enemy" (Matthew 5:43ff.). What is meant by that under the 
conditions of the nuclear age? Love of the enemy is not retaliation, but 
creative love. Whoever repays evil with good no longer retaliates but creates 
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something new. Love of the enemy requires great sovereignty with regard 
to the enemy. The freer one becomes from fear of the enemy, the more 
the love of the enemy will succeed. Love of the enemy can never mean 
submission to the enemy and confirmation of his/her hostility. In love of 
the enemy one does not wonder, “How can I protect myself against the 
enemy and possible attack?” but instead, “How can I take away the enemy's 
hostility?" Through love of the enemy we make the enemy part of our own 
responsibility. We learn to look upon ourselves with the eyes of the other. 
Love of the enemy is not the expression of abstract, good intentions (“ethics 
of convictions"), but of concrete, realistic responsibility (“ethics of respon- 
sibility"). To be sure, the love of one's enemies is in private life and on the 
interpersonal level extremely difficult. In a nuclear age, however, love of 
the enemy is the only politically realistic alternative. We cannot secure 
peace today by eliminating or threatening to eliminate all our possible 
enemies, but alone by reducing hostilities and taking responsibility for our 
common security and a lasting development. Politics in this first “common 
age of humankind" requires that we think with and for each other. It 
demands a large amount of empathy. The first question is not how can 
Western Europe protect itself against the “Russian menace," but how can 
we come to a common order of peace in Western and Eastern Europe? 
We must demilitarize public consciousness and political thinking, and apply 
how we deal with an opponent in a democracy to how we deal with so- 
called “enemies” in international relations. “With the Sermon on the 
Mount one cannot rule a state," said Bismarck. But I maintain that there 
is no politics of survival in the nuclear age that does not learn from the 
Sermon on the Mount. 

Fourth, nonviolent overcoming of violence. Out of politics of love of the 
enemy follows the politics of the nonviolent overcoming of tyranny. “Non- 
violence" does not mean depoliticization or the renunciation of power. For 
we have always distinguished between "power" and “violence.” “Power” 
refers to the just use of force, whereas “violence” refers to the unjust use 
of force. The modern state has a “monopoly on force." And we speak of 
"naked violence,” “brutality,” and “tyranny” where the state exercises its 
force illegally, illegitimately, and in disregard of human rights. Christianity 
has not been able to abolish the “culture of violence” in our societies. But 
it has made it necessary to justify every use of force, especially the use of 
force by the state. It has made no longer possible the “naiveté of power” 
so admired by Nietzsche. The legal system also functions to set limits to 
the state’s monopoly of force, not only in domestic politics with regard to 
its own citizens, but also in foreign politics with regard to other states and 
humankind. Threatening humankind with a nuclear holocaust is an act of 
violence which nothing can justify. The use, and the threatened. use, of 
nuclear weapons and other means of mass destruction exceeds the right 
of every state: Is it not a crime against humanity? 

The first way of overcoming violence is by binding every exercise of power 
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to law. From this would follow the duty of resistance to every unjust exercise 
of power which is illegal, illegitimate or directed against human rights. The 
principle of “nonviolence” does not exclude the struggle for power when 
the issue in this struggle is the binding of power to law. Whoever joins the 
resistance in an obvious tyranny only does his or her duty as a citizen who 
has the obligation to stand for the restoration of law and the rights of the 
oppressed. 

The power of people who suffer under tyranny is not terrorism but 
solidarity. Terror disqualifies the goals of liberation and only justifies the 
tyranny. Mass solidarity of the people, reinforced by the support of other 
peoples, deprives the tyranny of every right to exist and takes away the fear 
of its threats. Recently, we have had several examples in which peoples 
have overcome military dictatorship almost without bloodshed: Spain, Por- 
tugal, Greece, Argentina, the Philippines. Tyranny is built on sand. When 
it is rejected by the people and at the same time is isolated internationally, 
it is deprived of fear as well as trust. 

Overcoming violence nonviolently is possible. But it can also require 
martyrdom. We think of Gandhi and Martin Luther King, Jr. We think 
above all of Christ himself. If we consider them, we discover that not only 
active action possesses liberating power and leads to “success,” but that 
suffering also has liberating power and can work convincingly in the long 
term. 

Fifth, the categorical imperative of the ethics of life in the nuclear age. The 
nuclear age is the first common age for all people and all nations. Through 
the nuclear threat all people have been condemned to death together. We 
need a convincing ethics of common life. Let me in closing name some 
conditions for it. (a) The current crises have arisen from competition and 
power struggles: The general assumption is that in the struggle for existence 
“the fittest survives." Success is therefore achieved at the cost of the other. 
Today this principle leads to the death of both the weak and the strong, 
and destroys the future of the earth. Today only peace can guarantee sur- 
vival. The principle of life is: respect for the interests of each is the condition 
for meeting the interest of all, just as the only security that is secure is mutual 
security. National egoism, class rule and enriching oneself at the expense 
of others are reprehensible because they are deadly for all. Humankind 
and the earth can no longer afford this power struggle and rivalry. The first 
question in major political and economic decisions must be, therefore, Does 
it, or does it not, serve the life of humankind? (b) The current crises have 
further arisen from the egoism of humans in regard to nature. We have 
subjugated nature and exploited its resources. In the face of the ecological 
crises, this is no longer possible. Human egoism destroys the environment 
and finally even humankind itself. A primary question in major political 
and economic decisions must be, therefore, Does it, or does it not, serve or 
destroy the integrity of creation? (c) The current crises have arisen from ne- 
glecting the contract between the generations. The contract between the 
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generations must therefore be publicly formulated and consciously kept, so 
that the current generation no longer lives at the expense of future gen- 
erations. A primary question in political, economic and cultural decisions 
is, therefore, Does it, or does it not, serve the life of the future generations? 

It follows from these three considerations that ethics has become a task 
oriented to humankind as a whole, and must therefore be freed from those 
particularistic national, economic and cultural interests by which it has been 
dominated thus far. The ethical values of the common life and survival of 
the earth have, in comparison with other more parochial values, become 
absolute. 

It follows further that the separation of politics, economics, law, and the 
sciences from ethics can no longer be tolerated. The sad experience of the 
current crises is convincing proof that economics, politics, and the sciences 
become corrupted without ethical orientation. 

Finally, it follows that the common formulation of an absolute ethical 
code for the community and for the life of humankind on this earth is 
necessary in order for the major problems of humankind today to be solved 
in a responsible way. Thus it is time for humans to remember the “eternal 
truths" which constitute the foundation of their humanity and order every- 
thing else with reference to these. The nuclear age has become the first 
common age of humanity. Let us then in all things think in the interest of 
our common humanity! 

The categorical imperative of the life of the nations has become: Act as 
though the maxim of your action could become a universal law for all 
humanity. 
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Chapter 5 


Theology and Peace 
in Latin America 


JOSE MIGUEZ BONINO 


When we speak from a Latin American liberation theology perspective, 
we speak out of a commitment that is both a response to our situation and 
a point of departure for the analysis of that situation. The first word of 
theology of liberation is therefore a word of commitment in faith. Faith is, 
to be sure, a relation to God. In that sense it is an absolute relation to a 
transcendent reality and, in Christian terms, an absolute relation to God 
as manifested and enacted in Jesus Christ. But faith can only be lived in 
concrete historical conditions that shape the understanding and expression 
of the faith response. These conditions result from our heritage, experi- 
ences, relations, and social location. When faith begins to reflect on itself — 
i.e., to do theology—it makes explicit the rationality implicit in that re- 
sponse. Initially, the response of faith and its rationality are a sort of syn- 
thetic act which simply happens. Only afterwards do we think about what 
it means in rational terms. Theology attempts to develop critically the rea- 
sons implicit in that initial discernment of faith and commitment. 

In Latin American liberation theology the initial discernment is what is 
called the “option for the poor." It is not first of all the result of an analysis 
of the situation; it is the concrete shape of an act of faith. The reason for 
solidarity with the poor in their life and death is, to use the words of 
Gustavo Gutierrez, rooted in “our faith in God, in the God of life."! For 
the believer, it is a theocentric option based upon God. The theocentric 
option is related to a situation; it is not a discernment produced in a vacuum. 
It is discernment of what faith is, and what the relation to God is, that 
emerges from a concrete situation. It is not a mere deduction from theo- 
logical and biblical premises but a discernment in the light of the tradition 
we have received, a discernment of God's presence and calling in Latin 
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America today. As such, it is related to two facts that are signs of the times. 
The first fact is that the vast majority of our people are poor in the material, 
social, cultural, and even anthropological sense of the word —they are the 
great and growing masses of marginalized, oppressed and exploited, who 
on our continent and also worldwide have become increasingly visible. 
Whatever else faith in God may mean in Latin America today will have to 
be related to this reality. We have to respond to God in the context of the 
poor. Politically, this entails what economist Xavier Gorosteaga of Nica- 
ragua has called the “logic of the majorities,” which means not only that 
the point of view of the majority should be taken into account, but that 
political, social, and economic decisions have to be made with the condition 
of the poor majorities as the decisive criterion. 

The other fact is the struggle of the poor. They are not only visible, but 
they have waged a many-sided, sometimes chaotic, but continuous struggle 
to change conditions. This struggle has had weak and strong moments; it 
has had small victories and serious defeats. But it is present in many forms 
and degrees throughout the continent. We can thus speak of the poor as a 
collective historical agent of social change. The option for the poor means 
at the political level, therefore, a commitment to social, structural change 
as required by the logic of the situation of the great majority and solidarity 
with the struggles of this majority to produce such change. Now, this option 
for the poor does not mean that one can neglect or reject other fundamental 
questions, such as peace. But it does mean that other important, burning, 
and urgent questions have to be related to the fundamental one of the 
worldwide plight of the poor. 

With this in mind, let me merely enumerate some points with regard to 
peace. For Latin America, the central question in international relations is 
economic in nature and is most obvious in the foreign debt. Our countries 
are subject in international politics to the pressures of economic sanctions 
and rewards. As long as the present imbalance in terms of economic trade 
continues, we cannot really speak of our nations as independent and re- 
sponsible partners in international relations. A new international economic 
order is the precondition for the possibility of genuine international co- 
operation. You cannot really cooperate if you are not to some extent free; 
otherwise it is not cooperation but simply co-option. 

The violation of international law is another area in which reassessment 
is clearly called for in the quest for peace. The open defiance of the pro- 
nouncements of the international court at The Hague and of the recom- 
mendations of the U.N. Assembly, the refusal of the big powers to sign 
international conventions, for instance on torture, and the use of the veto 
power in the Security Council are some of the evidences that the inter- 
national law and order are of no avail for international relations when the 
interests of the big powers are at stake and are in conflict with the rights 
of the small nations. 

The third problem is the arms race and its consequences. It is not only 
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that the resources needed for economic and social development are di- 
verted, for they might be used in other ways were they to be saved through 
disarmament. It is not even that the arms race pressures Third-World coun- 
tries to buy arms, frequently through earmarked loans which facilitate the 
disposal of obsolete weapons discarded in the constant updating of military 
systems by the major powers. The main consequence for Latin America of 
the two-bloc international policy, with its ideological support in the doctrine 
of security, is that it incorporates the Latin American nations into a security 
system in which the military become the protagonists and the privileged 
partners, with well-known consequences in the political and economic life 
of these countries. 

Finally, in this two-bloc conflict the United States seems to operate on 
the theory of low-intensity and localized wars. The only trouble is that 
Third-World countries provide the battleground and the bodies for such 
political and military exercises. Even more seriously, these conflicts artifi- 
cially dislocate the real problems of the societies involved and make it 
impossible to address them. And so, it is not that we Latin Americans are 
uninterested in the question of peace; we realize that it is a very basic 
question. However, we look at it not from the perspective of the major 
industrial powers but from the underside. And from that vantage point 
things often look different. 

I now turn to the second question, theology and politics. I began by 
saying that it is our faith in God, lived out in the Latin American context, 
that leads inevitably to the option for the poor and, just as inevitably, into 
the area of politics. We could look at the question from another direction, 
however, from the specifics of political life in our part of the world. A look 
at the history of politics in Latin America will show the important role that 
religion and the churches, especially the Roman Catholic church, have 
played in our political life. To be sure, most of the time it has been as the 
legitimizer of the existing power structures. But religion has also played a 
role as protest, as a call for change, and even in some cases as inspiration 
for revolt. One may like or dislike this fact, but it is part of the picture. 
Such a role, far from declining, has become more and more visible and 
explicit in the present political crises and struggles going on in the region. 
The increase in the role of religion in politics is a fact not limited to Latin 
America. I have seen signs of it in this country as well. But for us there is 
no possibility of a neutral, uncommitted, or aseptic religious life and prac- 
tice. The only question is how, from what perspective, in which direction, 
and on what basis will religion be present in political life? These are ques- 
tions that require theological reflection. Thus we are led from the presence 
of religion in the political life to a theological concern. 

If you ask how has religion been present in politics in Latin America, 
we could indicate at least three forms of this presence. In the first, which 
we could call the Christendom approach, the church is a formal part of the 
political order. This was the case of the Catholic Church in colonial society 
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and in several countries after independence. As a state church, it func- 
tioned as a mechanism for the power of the state. Second, the church has 
functioned in a directive capacity, providing moral criteria for legislation 
in issues such as family, education, and penal law. Third, the church has 
been a leading factor in the creation and internalization of ideology — using 
the word ideology now in the more neutral sense of the sum total of social 
representations of reality dominant in a society or a social group. These 
three forms of presence are intimately related. But one can say that, al- 
though the first two—the church as part of the political society and the 
church as exercising a directive role — have lost some of their weight and 
influence, the third function has been and continues to be an important 
fact: religion as the instrument of the formulation and internalization of 
ideology. Moreover, if with Professor Garretón we distinguish the two di- 
mensions of politics as symbolic-expressive and instrumental, it would seem 
that it is at the ideological level that religion plays a more significant role. 
This is so because, as state church or as moral director, the influence of 
religion is mediated through the power of nonreligious institutions, the 
church as an arm of the political order, or as the protagonist of moral 
legislation. In its third function, it works, so to say, directly; it doesn't work 
through political power, it doesn't work through a system of ethics. It works 
directly because the religious symbols themselves have political connota- 
tions implicit in them or are bearers of a political ideology which they have 
incorporated. 

Both from a historical and from a systematic point of view, the reflection 
about theology and politics will not be relevant if it doesn't explore the 
relation between the symbolic function of religion and theology and the 
symbolic-expressive dimensions of politics. In this respect we can make a 
twofold criticism of much theological ethics of politics as it has developed, 
particularly in the northern world. On the one hand, it has not until very 
recently assessed critically the role of religion in the creation and inter- 
nalization of ideology, both in terms of its alienating but also in terms of 
its conscienticizing potential. On the other hand, it has concentrated on 
deducing from theological premises a series of general principles and mid- 
dle axioms which, because they are only indirectly related to the act of 
faith, do not carry the power of commitment. Now perhaps this procedure 
is more aseptic; perhaps it can be defended as guarding against fanaticism. 
My impression, however, is that the risk of fanaticism is not eliminated but 
rather it is masked. I think that experience in this country is that when the 
separation of religion and politics obscures the religious commitment in- 
herent in politics, that political commitment implicit in religion at some 
point explodes, and it explodes as fanaticism. Fundamentalist fanaticism is 
the repressed power of the religious symbol which has now become explicit 
in its political meaning. A purely rational, instrumental understanding of 
politics fails to address the political reality adequately. The political reality 
is not merely the rational exercise of instrumental reason; it is the whole 
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ensemble of representations, symbols, and utopias that are incorporated 
into political life. Other more moderate proofs of this observation would 
be the social gospel movement in this country, early in this century, black 
theology, and the recent impact of European political theology — theologies 
that not only can be debated and developed programmatically but also can 
be preached, prayed, and sung. 

Now I want to explore a bit these symbolic motifs in Latin American 
religious life, two of which are very basic for the theology of liberation. The 
first one is the epistemological motif, theology derived from the suffering of 
the poor. In Latin America, two powerful symbols operate among Chris- 
tians. One of them is christological, the other eschatological. Jesus Christ 
is the name of the symbol of God's identification with the suffering poor, 
the marginalized, the exploited, the repressed. This identification of Christ 
with the poor has a long history in Latin America. Already in the sixteenth 
century, at the time of the conquest, Bartolome de las Casas could write, 
“I see in the Indies [Latin America] Jesus Christ our Lord whipped and 
wounded, crucified, not once but a million times." And the mestizo artists 
of the school of Lima would carve the crucified, wounded, and bleeding 
Christ with the face not of a European but of an Indian. Recent liberation 
theology has developed this identification, both biblically and theologically 
in the doctrines of God and in Christology. The poor are the privileged 
locus, the place where God makes himself/herself present and invites all 
to follow. This relation — God, Christ, the poor— is not a deduction, it is 
immediate. The identification is theologically based because in the Chris- 
tian mystery God and the poor are intimately united; there is a sort of 
kinship between them. The word in Spanish would be parentesco, a family 
relation between God, Christ, and the poor. This sort of blood relationship 
is rooted precisely in the mystery of the incarnation, the incarnation of the 
Word in the form of poverty. God is present as the powerless, as the aban- 
doned, in the suffering of the poor. A Christian theology and ethics of 
politics begins at this point, not with the question of the powerful who ask, 
“How can I help the poor?" but by assuming the powerlessness of the poor 
and asking the questions that arise out of their suffering. 

In political terms, this symbol expresses at least three things. First, it is 
from the experience of suffering that the gaps in existing reality can be 
perceived. In theological terms, the cross judges the present age. Ignoring 
this experience of suffering, the world can perhaps be justified or God can 
be viewed as the principle of a benign order. But the suffering of the poor 
is a critical principle that makes it impossible for a Christian to reconcile 
himself or herself with the status quo. Second, there is what has been called 
in Latin America “the epistemological privilege of the poor." This does not 
mean that the poor are more virtuous but that the perspective made avail- 
able from their location on the seamy side of reality makes it possible for 
them to see things that other people cannot see. It is from this perspective 
that a political theology and ethics has to analyze reality and articulate such 
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fundamental political categories as peace, justice, freedom, and democracy, 
and to assess the functioning of social institutions. This does not mean that 
the experience of the rest of society is not meaningful or valuable. It means 
that the experience of other sectors of society cannot be taken as autono- 
mous data but must be considered in relation to the suffering of the poor. 
Third, since God has chosen in Christ to exercise God's power in the 
powerlessness of the crucified, a political theology and ethics will see the 
crucified of the world as the political agent, as the place from which power 
is built. Again, this does not mean a neglect or blindness to the existing 
power structures or to the other actors in the political arena. But it means 
relativizing these actors by introducing the suffering poor as a central actor 
in relation to which other agents have to be taken into account. 

The other important symbol operative in the Christian consciousness of 
the poor in Latin America, especially in recent years, is the eschatological: 
the resurrection. As Guatemalan Julio Esquival has put it, we are "'threat- 
ened with resurrection." The Brazilian song of the base communities says, 
“We are already risen, we are people on the march." Now, it is very inter- 
esting from a New Testament point of view to look at the relation in this 
song between being a resurrected people and being a people on the march. 
Look at the resurrection stories in the New Testament and you will discover 
how many are related to journeys, to migrations, or to hospitality to trav- 
elers. The resurrection does not cancel the cross, it does not explain or 
justify the cross, but it generates within suffering the promise of life and 
therefore the power for a praxis of hope. The affirmation of the resurrection 
is not merely the assertion of a fact. Even in the New Testament, when the 
resurrection is confessed, it is confessed in its meaning — all will rise, Christ 
is risen for our justification, we have risen with him, powers and dominions 
have been defeated, the risen one is the one who died, the Lord is present. 
Now, this is not merely a statement describing consequences deduced from 
the resurrection. It is that the words about the resurrection reflect God's 
present work; it is the presence of the resurrected, of life emerging from 
death, as the negation of the negative. This is the symbol that is sung, 
celebrated, and enacted in the political struggle of the poor. It is a promise 
that has no limits. Pablo Richard says this hope is without boundaries. It 
goes beyond all possible human limits, such as death, yet it is a hope lived 
within a concrete praxis of liberation. 

This raises the thorny question of utopia that cannot be avoided in the 
comparison of liberation theologies with Niebuhrian realism. Utopian 
thinking is a strength, and perhaps also a weakness, of Christian political 
theology in Latin America. Most Latin American theologians have under- 
lined, however, the distinction between eschatological hope and utopian 
thinking. The Kingdom of God cannot be identified with a social or political 
utopia, nor can a utopia be deduced from the Kingdom of God. Utopias 
are human creations, built by the exercise of creative reason, which extrap- 
olates from and negates existing reality. Eschatological hope is not a utopia 
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in that sense. Nevertheless, there is also a positive relation to this human 
utopian function, whether of a liberal capitalist or socialist variety. Theo- 
logically, by holding up transcendent hope, human reason is challenged to 
transcend the limits of existing reality. By holding up the testimony of the 
power of life transcending even death, it denies the fatalistic notion of a 
closed history. In Latin America, where religion has been the main instru- 
ment for injecting the poor with a fatalistic vision of the world and of their 
own lives, this power of hope to break the power of fatalism is indeed good 
news. Historically, biblical eschatological hope has been able to incorporate 
human utopias as bearers of transcendent hope, from the early Israelite 
dream of an egalitarian tribal society, as analyzed by Norman Gottwald, to 
the New Testament picture of the community of the New Age? These 
utopias have created a powerful, expressive, symbolic language —shalom, 
justice, liberation, the rights of the poor, freedom — offering parallels to 
today's struggle. If it is true that such linkage of biblical precedents with 
human utopias may fall into the danger of sacralizing the human utopia, 
as Niebuhr maintains, it is also true that it opens any human utopia to the 
necessity for its own self-transcendence. This is what is happening in Latin 
America with regard to the socialist utopia. No doubt liberation theology 
has to some extent incorporated this socialist utopia in the thought and 
praxis of base Christian communities, but the relation of these groups to 
the socialist utopia and socialist parties is both a positive and a critical one. 

Moreover, utopian thinking as a political factor has at least three sig- 
nificant effects, as demonstrated in Latin America. It unifies people by 
gathering them around symbols that carry and focus the memories of past 
struggles and by projecting them into future achievements. For a poor pop- 
ulation that can easily be reduced to the anonymity of the masses and 
deprived of self-awareness and self-worth, to have this focus of hope is a 
fundamental asset. Utopian thinking also relates the small struggles and 
immediate goals to the larger issues of justice, freedom, and democracy. In 
situations where only minor, incomplete, and sometimes even ephemeral 
achievements are possible, the absence of a utopian horizon in terms of 
which these things have value results in a fragmentation of the people's 
struggle and even internal division and conflict. Moreover, utopia also has 
a power to anticipate a future that is already latent in the present but 
cannot be seen simply by exercising instrumental reason. It thus provides 
reason with the imaginative tools for designing a new scenario in relation 
to existing problems. For instance, the relation of the utopian vision of the 
land as being for all, found both in the biblical and in the Latin American 
indigenous traditions, has inspired peasant movements that have been one 
of the factors raising the issue of land use and planning agrarian reform. 
This links the utopian vision, the struggle, and the political rational attempt 
to alleviate the concrete problem. 

To complete this comment on utopia, I want to address very briefly the 
current charges of lack of realism and of fanaticism. Perhaps it would be 
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enough to quote the response of Rubem Alves to a journalist from the 
United States about our supposed utopianism. Alves commented, “Our 
utopianism is not the belief in the possibility of a perfect society, but rather 
the belief in the non-necessity of this imperfect order." Moreover, I want 
to question the claimed nonutopianism of so-called realism. We have a 
strong suspicion that behind the claims to realism —to rationality and prag- 
matism — there is in fact a sacralizing of the existing order that amounts to 
a negative utopia. Realists usually build their case on a pragmatic basis, 
which presupposes the ability of instrumental reason to discover the limits 
of the possible in a given situation. For example, Herbert Richardson refers 
to “that new knowledge whereby man exercises technical control, not only 
over nature, but also over all the specific institutions that make up society. 
Technical reason is able to control rationally the institutions of society just 
as it is able to control the forces of nature."? Now, this language betrays a 
religious faith in what Richardson calls a “‘social-technical intellectus." He 
speaks of the inevitability of this domination, this social-technical intellec- 
tus. Heiech speaks of “the necessary humility before the operations of this 
order." What we encounter here is a warmed-over version of Adam Smith's 
“invisible hand,” the perfect equilibrium that is automatically, invisibly, and 
providentially achieved when there is free competition of all individual 
interests. If one dares to point out that this does not happen, at least has 
not happened so far, we are offered a theodicy: It doesn't happen because 
demonic forces, from the state for instance, transgress the law of free com- 
petition by interfering in the operation of the market. It is assumed that a 
transcendental order, the order of perfect free competition, underlies and 
supports the empirical existing order of the free world, which ought only 
to be changed in the direction of this transcendent horizon, the utopia of 
the perfect balance of interests. 

The heresy of all genuine utopian thinking is that it challenges this social- 
technical intellectus and its myth of perfect balance. Genuine utopian 
thinking questions the present order and thus threatens to introduce dis- 
order and chaos. So-called theological realism appropriates this balance 
theory in terms of an equilibrium of sin, in which each individual's or 
group's sinful nature would counterbalance and control the sinful nature 
of other individuals and groups. The optimism about technical reason, 
which to such a theology evidently appears less tainted than other forms 
of reason, and the pessimism concerning universal sin here join hands to 
outlaw all uses of creative reason to think the possibility of qualitative 
change. They claim, you can only think the possible; and the possible is 
only an extrapolation of the present. 

The rejection of this sacralization of instrumental reason is the necessary 
presupposition for reintroducing instrumental reason in its proper place and 
for recognizing the relative autonomy of the political realm. The utopianism 
of a purely voluntaristic balance in society has led to disastrous conse- 
quences: to the isolation of the moral into absolute ideal principles which 
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are irrelevant because they make no contact with social reality, or to the 
fanaticism of trying to introduce a utopia by force or by self-sacrifice with 
terrible human costs, or to the fanaticism that retains by force the condi- 
tions of the present order. There is an inescapable need for concrete meas- 
ures that begin to actualize new possibilities and make the great utopian 
symbols operative in the life of existing societies for the purpose of justice, 
peace, and freedom. 

What is the contribution of theological reflection to this question of the 
necessary means toward a better society? I think there are at least two 
important contributions. First, theology should make us aware that there 
are no neutral means and measures to work toward these goals. This might 
seem a superfluous point were it not for the fact that economists, political 
scientists, and sociologists usually begin by acknowledging in the prefaces 
of their books that there is no pure objectivity in social sciences and then 
proceed to develop their arguments as if in fact they could represent pure 
rationality. This is apparent to us in many of the North American social 
scientists, who tend to play down the fundamentally conflictive character 
of social reality. Conflict is understood simply as a passing phenomenon 
which can be managed within the presuppositions of the system by means 
of adjustments and compromises. It is not difficult to discover the social 
matrix in which this view originates. It is the perspective of those sectors 
of society that experience social reality as fundamentally friendly and fa- 
vorable, and therefore think of change in terms that would not radically 
alter this order. But in our Latin American situation the unreality of this 
presupposition is glaring. So, I think that it is very important for the the- 
ological contribution to examine carefully the proposed means and methods 
of change, recognizing that there are no neutral means, no untainted meth- 
ods. We are therefore concerned about the presuppositions implicit in the 
measures and methods for change that are proposed and articulated. 

The second element theology can contribute is the discussion of the 
extension and intention of politics. When Aristotle defines politics as “the 
study of the forms of the political community that are best for a people to 
be able to pursue the most ideal forms of life," he is relating the intention 
of politics, the best of all forms, to the extension of politics, for a people to 
pursue the most ideal form of life. While theology should respect the au- 
tonomy of politics in the strict sense, its main concern will be to remind 
the political order that it exists for the sake of the life of the whole polis. 
This means that politics in the strict sense cannot be understood except in 
relation to sociological, cultural, and economic reality. While there is room 
for specific political analysis and theory — indeed, we need it—the main 
concern of theology is constantly to remind both governments and peoples 
of their obligation to the intention of the process and to critique the ex- 
tension. 

As we move toward the threshold of the twenty-first century, there are 
many places, particularly in the southern hemisphere, which are in transi- 
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tion to democracy. When we speak of a transition to democracy there are 
two things to keep in mind. On the one hand, this transition to democracy 
testifies to the strength of the struggles of the people, the constant protest, 
the extraordinary courage, persistence, and resourcefulness of their resist- 
ance. This is a political fact of major importance to be taken into account 
in political thinking and planning. On the other hand, the former, oppres- 
sive regimes have not simply left, nor have they been defeated —with the 
possible exception of Nicaragua. They have in many cases had to make 
compromises, but they intend to maintain control in the limited, restricted 
democracies that are emerging. They usually speak of a transition to de- 
mocracy conditioned by a series of factors: the economic situation con- 
trolled by international obligations; the social conditions resulting from 
economic restrictions; the international security systems organized by the 
two blocs, which place Latin America in the security area of the United 
States; the militarization of society, an abiding consequence of the military 
regimes that permeates the whole life of society and does not simply dis- 
appear with a civilian government; and finally, the continued presence of 
a military force. The transition to democracy therefore needs to employ 
the very fruitful distinction between democracy and democratization. De- 
mocracy is a kind of political order in which there is division of powers and 
representation. The conviction growing in Latin America is that this polit- 
ical democracy is a fundamental presupposition for a process of democra- 
tization to occur, not only in the sense of participation of all in government 
but also for access of all to the basic necessities of life which the political 
order should make possible. Democratization is at the same time the ethical 
principle that is the presupposition or condition for the development of 
genuine political democracy. Political democracy as a space of freedom is 
necessary for the development of the poor as political participants. It is not 
only a means but the necessary climate for the social reality we seek, for 
that kind of socialism in which the popular majority not only receive benefits 
from the system but become active, participating agents in it. 

Democratization is a process, and we are dealing with steps in the proc- 
ess. Traditional pictures of revolution convey the idea of abrupt, immediate 
overthrow of existing structures, the seizing of power, usually associated 
with armed struggle. While such an image does have a certain validity, and 
the possibility of such events cannot be ruled out, we must qualify it. A 
more careful study of the history of revolutions shows that they usually 
represent long processes. In retrospect, we can recognize different moments 
of repression which in the end have made change possible. Political thinking 
should not be so fascinated with the revolutionary moment that it becomes 
unable to understand the stages of the process. Moreover, under present 
conditions in which any change is immediately subject to being seen in the 
global context, we must reflect on forms of revolution that are viable in our 
time and circumstances. 

Finally, a word about Central America, for a Latin American cannot 
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speak about the relation of politics and religion without referring to this 
anguished and victimized part of our world. The Central American situation 
poses with particular urgency and sharpness the relation among social 
change, international relations, and peace. Nicaragua has become a test 
case for a number of things. In the first place, it has proved that under 
certain circumstances a broad alliance of popular forces with a project of 
building a pluralistic, political, and economic socialism, with widespread 
participation on the part of Christians, is possible. It has happened. Second, 
it demonstrates that the conception of security in the United States is 
hemispheric, and that the United States considers such changes as hostile 
and detrimental to its interests and will use all available means to reverse 
them. Third, it is a fact that in such hemispheric interventions there will 
be no regard for international law, institutions, or even constitutional or 
legal procedures. Fourth, these events have demonstrated the powerless- 
ness of the international system —the United Nations, the Organization of 
American States — to prevent or counteract such acts of aggression, as well 
as the difficulty and precariousness of any multinational initiatives — the 
Contadora group, the Arias initiative — which the United States itself has 
not sponsored. The unavoidable conclusion is that processes of social 
change related to social conditions and political forces in any Third-World 
nation will be immediately distorted and relocated in international terms 
and taken out of local hands. Such situations, which will no doubt repeat 
themselves in many places, pose perhaps the greatest threat to world peace. 
As it has been frequently been noted, the Third World War, if it happens, 
will probably be an escalation of a Third-World local war. For Latin Amer- 
ican countries, the awareness of this once far-distant tragic possibility has 
become a tangible, present reality which calls for our response. 

Such a response must integrate several levels of reflection and action. 
At the symbolic-expressive level should be an emphasis on the biblical 
integration of peace and justice as inseparable in concept and reality. I am 
grateful to Jürgen Moltmann for what he and others have done in recent 
years to show that the Christian concept of peace is integrated with the 
concept of justice, which is basic to it. Then we need a more careful study 
by sociologists, economists, and political scientists of the question of world 
peace as it pertains to national economies and politics, to develop policies 
that will strengthen Latin American international coalitions to promote the 
cause of peace. We Latin Americans have been more or less reluctant to 
get into these things because we have had a different, more immediate 
agenda. We have to realize that this is our agenda, that we have to find our 
way into the agenda of peace. Third, we have to support attempts toward 
Latin American integration in order to obtain greater autonomy at the 
international level, as illustrated by recent discussions at the United Na- 
tions Human Rights Commission on the Arias plan for peace in Central 
America. The difficulties and frustrations of such plans and their execution 
should not lead to despair and indifference. Finally, there is a need for 


54 THEOLOGY AND PEACE IN LATIN AMERICA 


constant communication between popular liberation movements in the 
Third World and antiwar and antinuclear movements in Europe and in the 
United States. Such relations are not merely tactical alliances but a re- 
sponse that corresponds to the logic inherent in the theological/ethical 
understanding of the relation of peace and justice. 
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Chapter 6 


Christian Realism, Power, and Peace 


THEODORE R. WEBER 


Professors Moltmann and Miguez Bonino have addressed the issues of 
“Theology, Politics, and Peace” from their own theological perspectives, 
and I have been asked to do the same from the perspective of “Christian 
realism.” It is appropriate that the Christian-realist orientation be included 
in this international and intertheological discussion. It was on the scene 
well before the appearance of European “political theology” and Latin 
American liberation theology, and through the influence of its founder and 
greatest exponent, Reinhold Niebuhr, helped shaped the attitudinal foun- 
dations of United States foreign policy in the years following World War 
II. Moreover, the central elements of Christian realism — its understanding 
of human nature and history and its attention to the realities of power— 
are elements of a perennial theology of politics. Whatever may be said of 
the historical relativity of Niebuhr's realism, it endures in the permanent 
political relevance of these theological and political interpretations of the 
human condition and its prospects. And however timely and prophetic the 
newer theological currents may be, their political proposals must stand the 
tests of this perennial theological-political wisdom. Therefore it is not only 
appropriate but also necessary that European political theology and Latin 
American liberation theology be drawn into conversation with the United 
States tradition of Christian realism over the issues of politics and peace. 

However, my credentials as a representative of the Christian-realist tra- 
dition are not like those of Professors Moltmann and Míguez Bonino in 
relation to their own theological positions. Moltmann and Míguez are ini- 
tiators and shapers of their theological movements. They are able to rep- 
resent them with immediacy and authenticity, and to create the directions 
of the movements as they speak. I must speak as a “later generation" 
Christian realist, reflecting and improvising on what Niebuhr, Paul Ramsey, 
and others have said and done before me. My entry into this conversation 
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is therefore on a different level of authority from that of my distinguished 
colleagues.! 

Moreover, the label “Christian realist” does not describe the primary 
character of my own theological-ethical enterprise. My approach to political 
ethics, as to all questions of human responsibility, begins with Christology 
and the divine work of redemption. It places politics — and everything else — 
in the context of reconciliation, of God's work in Christ restoring and re- 
newing the kosmos in its relationship to the divine selfhood and to its own 
created purpose. The politics of peacemaking, in this view, is primarily 
and fundamentally a matter of finding a political place in God's efforts to 
bring wholeness and healing to a broken and suffering world. Its foundation 
is the human oneness established in the cross and resurrection of Jesus 
Christ, and it stretches toward that peace that is the fulfillment of divine 
promise. This theological orientation to politics is not so far removed from 
that of Reinhold Niebuhr, but it is sufficiently different in focus and em- 
phasis to render the label “Christian realist” misleading as a matter of 
primary definition? 

Nevertheless, I accept—willingly and comfortably —the role of repre- 
senting Niebuhrian realism in this conversation over politics and peace. I 
believe, as I have indicated, that its understandings of human nature and 
historical possibility are fundamentally correct as representations of polit- 
ical reality. Its perspectives on the political process, though subject to cor- 
rection for historical distortion, serve as formidable monitors of any 
interpretations and proposals that take with insufficient seriousness the 
roles of power, national interest, and the state system in international re- 
lations. The influence of my somewhat different theological orientation will 
be seen primarily in the increased theoretical attention given to the process 
of civilizing power, a move that attempts to understand power as a dimen- 
sion of community and not only as an instrument of particular institutions 
Or societies. 

But where should the conversation begin? It is characteristic of all three 
orientations that they reflect theologically and politically on particular sit- 
uations of conflict. However, we did not decide in advance of the conference 
what the geographical reference of “peace” would be. We did not specify 
the Middle East, Central America, Northern Ireland, Ethiopia, Cambodia, 
Namibia, relations between NATO-Soviet Union, or even something as 
vaguely defined as “world peace." Therefore we are not committed to re- 
flection on the same situation. Moreover, the speakers for the conference 
are drawn from three different continents, a factor that already promises 
differences in situational focus and angle of vision. 

It appears that we must construct the basis of conversation inferentially 
by inquiring first into the geography of peace perspectives. 


The Geography of Peace and the Issue of Power 


Those of us who live on or near the Washington-Moscow axis always 
have in mind the relationship of the United States and the Soviet Union 
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to each other when we think of the problem of peace. The most troubling 
aspect of that relationship is the capacity for worldwide devastation resident 
in the counterpoised nuclear weapons systems of these two superpowers. 
From this perspective, peace means primarily a stable political-technolog- 
ical condition in which war —specifically nuclear war between the super- 
powers— will not occur. What that stability entails and how the stable 
condition is to be reached are questions over which there is considerable 
disagreement, but there is no serious disagreement over the need to achieve 
that result and over the primacy of nuclear war avoidance in the concrete 
representations of peace. Even when the political-geographical focus is 
something other than the United States and the USSR, their relationships 
establish the primary context within which other conflicts are interpreted 
and assigned significance. Even when the nuclear threat seems fairly re- 
mote, and other values are more immediately dominant, the question of 
nuclear war avoidance is the ultimate criterion of risk assessment, policy 
planning, and policy execution. 

The view from Latin America apparently is quite different —if one can 
take as representative José Míguez Bonino's Toward a Christian Political 
Ethics.* Professor Míguez has written an entire book on political ethics in 
today's world without dealing at all with nuclear weapons, their role in the 
conflict between the major powers, and their potential for massive destruc- 
tion of life and property and for polluting the earth's life-space for centuries 
to come. Míguez writes of suffering and death as a present experience for 
millions of persons. Insofar as he concerns himself with suffering and death 
in the future, he perceives them as extrapolations of oppressive and death- 
dealing conditions already in place, not as the probable results of a possible 
nuclear war. The problem of peace therefore is not avoidance of conflict 
but the establishment of a just society through the elimination of the so- 
cietal arrangements that produce suffering and death. Particular societies — 
and the world as a whole —must pass through conflict in order to realize 
that peaceful and just result. 

Certainly Míguez is aware of and sensitive to the risks and probable 
consequences of nuclear war. A man who travels the world as he does, and 
who has served as a president of the World Council of Churches, could not 
be accused of a parochial or myopic view of global reality. The issue for 
him, as I understand it, is that the suffering of the oppressed has an im- 
mediacy for them which the prospects of nuclear war do not have. The 
structural violence of the systems under which they live constitutes a con- 
dition of real war in contrast to the hypothetical war of the superpowers. 
Their sense of time is defined primarily by the acuteness of their suffering, 
not by nuclear eschatology. The problem of peace, therefore, is the problem 
of moving from violent injustice to peaceful justice through the radical 
transformation of the national and international structures that are the 
source and occasion of their suffering. If the process of transformation runs 
risks of war at various levels, including the ultimate level of superpower 
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conflict, those risks will be taken. The nuclear war risk, in any event, is 
more remote than the suffering and death they experience at the present 
time. Their historic situation with its attendant social pathology constitutes 
the locus from which they construct the world and define the problem of 
peace. 

At first glance it seems unlikely that Christian realism can help very 
much to synthesize or otherwise resolve these variant perspectives. Histor- 
ically, Christian realism is associated with the issues and struggles of World 
War II, the origins of the “Cold War,” and the continuing contest between 
the United States and the Soviet Union for dominance in world politics. It 
is positioned fundamentally on the Washington-Moscow axis, to use the 
construction set forth above. Moreover, it arose on the Washington (or 
New York) end of the axis, and has served as a device for interpreting U.S. 
responsibilities in world affairs. In the eyes of its critics—especially its 
“Third World” critics and their sympathizers —it is therefore nothing other 
than a religious ideology that serves to justify U.S. power, or the power of 
establishments in other countries in league with the United States, and the 
“national security doctrine.” The revival of Niebuhr in recent years to pro- 
vide intellectual and religious support for President Reagan’s Cold War 
and Central American policies does nothing to counter this accusation, 
however strained and distorted those uses of Niebuhr may be. 

However, one can acknowledge the historical connectedness of Christian 
realism and its openness to misuse without conceding that it is either dated 
and irrelevant or simply an ideology of dominant power. Christian realism 
employs a method of analyzing power in relationship to values and goals 
that is necessary to any form and condition of political action and is movable 
from one geographical or political setting to another. It investigates the 
realities of power and human nature in relation to ideals pursued and 
objectives sought, calculates the probabilities of achievement, and helps to 
define and limit the appropriate means. It is a method characteristic of and 
essential to politics as such, and is not bound to any particular geographical 
area or time period. 

If one makes political analyses and formulates foreign policy from the 
standpoint of the great powers and the aforementioned “axis,” one must 
move sooner or later to a consideration of the realities and struggles of the 
so-called Third World. One must do this at minimum because these strug- 
gles are elements in the world political system and may become occasions 
if not settings for the conflict of the great powers. 

To extend political analysis from the immediacies of great power conflict 
to include and connect with conflicts that are more remote and seemingly 
less significant from that viewpoint is a realistic maneuver. It is realistic 
also — one must emphasize —to give an honest and empathetic account of 
the nature of those “remote” struggles as defined in their own settings and 
by the immediate participants, and not impose ideological meanings on 
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them or read them simply or primarily as projections or anticipations of 
great power interactions. 

If one begins political analysis from the standpoint of societies of lesser 
international weight engaged in internal conflicts of social stasis and trans- 
formation, one already is calculating relationships with the weightier states, 
because the problems of the former are enmeshed with and to some extent 
generated by the interests and extensions of the latter. The method of 
realism therefore is present already in basic analysis. But one cannot stop 
there. One must analyze and calculate these relationships in terms of the 
state system as a perennial form and foundation of international order, and 
not as something reducible to the international economic system, or totally 
controlled by it. Moreover, as I argue below, one must assess the relevance 
of the threat of nuclear war to all risk-taking with regard to the transfor- 
mation of systems of power. These considerations, also, are applications of 
the method of realism. 

Having made these observations on realism as a political method of 
universal relevance and application, I must return to the differences of 
angle of vision and insist on recognition of the priority of the nuclear threat 
in the composition of the elements of world peace. That threat is an irre- 
versible technological fact mixed into an unstable compound of volatile 
political compromises and countermeasures. There is no “realism,” cer- 
tainly, and no true political responsibility, in any inclination to ignore or 
denigrate the manner and degree to which nuclear weapons and their de- 
livery systems have restructured the conditions of global politics. The pros- 
pect of windswept, cloud-carried radioactive dust poisoning the earth at 
random and depriving all animal and vegetable life of light and heat pro- 
vides a unitive global perspective on the problems of peace that compre- 
hends and qualifies all partial geographical perspectives. 

Of course, it is the essence of realism to recognize that the nuclear risks 
are not the only ones, and to recognize also that not all dangerous political 
conditions are equally risky. If it is true that the United States and the 
Soviet Union are moving into a relationship of significant political accom- 
modation, the likelihood of war, especially nuclear war, and even accidental 
war, decreases markedly. At the same time, however, it may increase in 
other relationships as more states enter the "nuclear club" and develop 
workable delivery systems. If the reports are true that Iraq has used poison 
gas in its war with Iran and in its attempted suppression of the Kurds, and 
that Libya has developed facilities for producing massive amounts of poison 
gas, obvious risks of another kind emerge. Moreover, we must heed José 
Míguez Bonino's argument concerning the relative immediacy or sense of 
immediacy of risks. If the prospective devastation of nuclear war rates 
highest in degree and extent of catastrophe, it nevertheless is less likely 
that children will die from that cause than from starvation and neglect in 
a system that deprives them of the necessities of life. Although the Israelis 
surely would want to avoid policies and actions that would draw the su- 
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perpowers into direct conflict with each other, they nevertheless might take 
the risks of doing so if the failure to take such risks meant the loss of 
national existence. This point must be made over and over again to persons 
who assume that everyone wants freedom from the nuclear threat more 
than anything, and will sacrifice or put at fundamental risk every other 
value in order to achieve that freedom. 

While allowing for these important qualifications, one must insist that 
the nuclear threat — especially as it involves the relationships of the two 
superpowers — establishes the ultimate framework within which other val- 
ues and risks must be assessed and evaluated. Insurgency movements and 
smaller state conflicts do not always operate right up against the most 
sensitive nerves of great power relationships. There is a real if uncertain 
degree of distance within which they can range without activating the alarm 
systems, and this distance is established basically by the structure of the 
international power system itself. However, the alarm systems are in place, 
and the closer the insurgency and small state conflicts approach the neur- 
algic points, the more they will have to make the problems of great power 
relationships their problems, and the risks of nuclear war their risks. More- 
over, the closer they approach those points the more they will be bound 
morally if not practically to give war avoidance priority over justice in the 
order of political values. 

The notion of “nuclear free zones" is a case in point. Presumably the 
basic purpose of such zones is to remove the areas and their peoples from 
the threat and effects of nuclear war—an objective one can hardly fault. 
In some parts of the world an additional purpose may be to allow the 
conduct of other forms of war while keeping the nuclear powers at a dis- 
tance — an objective that may be justifiable but probably not quite so mer- 
itorious. However, should any of the proponents suppose that a nuclear 
free zone can serve as cordon sanitaire, as a way of roping off and isolating 
the area from technological and political realities, they surely are working 
with an illusion, and a terribly dangerous and perhaps cynical illusion at 
that. The basic criterion of justification for a nuclear free zone is whether 
it makes the strategic balance of power more or less stable, that is, whether 
it makes a nuclear war more or less likely. The technologically governed 
geography of peace in a nuclear world will not allow anything less. 


Peace as an Organization of Power 


In all of these observations on the geography of peace, it has been 
necessary to refer to, or at least presuppose, power relationships. The next 
step in the conversation on peace therefore should be an inquiry into the 
relationship of peace to the organization of power. 

Peace is an organization of power because its historical reality is that of 
a set of relationships moving on a continuum between unlimited force and 
unqualified consent. At one end of the continuum, force predominates in 
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the organization of power. Its peacemaking in international politics is ex- 
emplified by the imposition of the will of a hegemonic state or group of 
states, terminating a brutal and devastating war, and thereby bringing order 
out of chaos and founding a new organization of power. At the other end 
of the continuum, consent predominates. Its peacemaking is exemplified 
by the enhancement of the authority of international organization and law 
and by the concluding of covenants and contracts centered on mutual rec- 
ognition of interests and supported by a history of fidelity to agreements 
rather than by threatened sanctions for noncompliance. 

The connection between peace and power is integral and definitive, not 
accidental or peripheral. Moreover, power, as the continuum notion sug- 
gests, is a variable combination of force and consent. It is not a synonym 
for force taken by itself, nor even for justifiable force, and certainly not for 
violence. Every peace is some particular combination of force and consent 
manifest in the relationships of an organization of power. The notion of 
peace therefore will have concrete reality at various points along the con- 
tinuum, and not only at the consent end, and peacemaking will derive its 
orientation and programmatic substance not from abstractions or socially 
disconnected values but from the contours and dynamics of particular or- 
ganizations (or disorganizations) of power. 

If peace always is manifest concretely in the relationships of an orga- 
nization of power, and if power is a variable combination of force and 
consent, then peacemaking is a process of transcending the arbitrariness of 
force by eliciting and institutionalizing the grace and rationality of consent. 
We may speak of this process of transcendence as one of “civilizing” or 
"*politicizing" the organization of power, that is, of moving from anarchy to 
community, from war to diplomacy, from propaganda to respectful conver- 
sation, from security neuroses to confident vulnerability, from enmity to 
amity.5 It is a process of bringing the qualities of civitas or polis increasingly 
to prevail over the egoism, alienation, and hostility of prepolitical, or only 
incipiently political, relationships in the organization of power. 

Perhaps this is what Jürgen Moltmann has in mind in recommending 
the “democratization” of international politics (a concept taken over from 
the American Social Gospel theologian, Walter Rauschenbusch).5 If so, 
one must expect Moltmann to look and account for the continuing role of 
force in the process. Democratization surely must mean something more 
than giving small states votes in an international assembly to outweigh the 
votes of large states, because as long as there are large and small states the 
large ones will find ways to use their power to support their own interests. 
If democratization requires the creation of a world public authority strong 
enough to dissolve the large states, or at least control them, that organi- 
zation quite obviously would have to build in restraints on its own power 
sufficient to maintain its benign and democratic character. 

Power will continue to be a variable combination of force and consent 
until the end of time. Organizations of power will continue to embody the 
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varying combinations. Peacemaking must handle the historically related 
elements, and not assume that its vocation is to work the consent end only. 

If what we have said about peace as an organization of power is analyt- 
ically correct, what organization of power corresponds to the geography of 
world peace? The simplest answer to this question is a world government — 
presumably a representative, constitutional one, and not one established 
by the hegemony of one or more states. But the simplest answer is too 
simple, because it does not resolve or even confront the real problems of 
the transfer of power. If states were sufficiently secure to transfer their 
power and authority to a world government, there would be no adequate 
motivation for them to do so. If their insecurity were to be heightened 
enormously, the larger states surely would redouble their efforts to make 
themselves secure (thereby aggravating the situation), rather than trust 
their fate to a dominant power which they could not control. 

The question of the international organization of power must be an- 
swered in two different but obviously related ways. First, what is the actual 
power combination at any point in history? That is, what elements predom- 
inate, and how are the other elements related to them? Second, beneath 
the shifting patterns of international relations is it possible to discern a 
perennial organizational principle that helps to interpret the elements in 
their relationships and to predict their behavior? Both questions must be 
raised and answered in the process of peacemaking. The second, however, 
is theologically more significant because it implies some fundamental and 
constant connection between human nature and politics. 

For political realism, the second question is answered by acknowledging 
the state to be the principal actor in international relations, and pointing 
to the state system as the perennial form of the organization of power. The 
historic composition (ie., the answer to the first question) of the state 
system changes. Early in this century, Britain, France, Germany, Holland, 
and Belgium were major shapers and occupiers of the world. Within a 
comparatively short time the pattern changed to reveal the predominance 
of the United States and the Soviet Union. What did not change was the 
primacy of states in international relations and the theoretical assumptions 
concerning their behavior in a world with no single governmental authority. 

The main theoretical assumption is that states tend to maximize their 
power and will persist in doing so until effective constraints confine them 
to certain territorial and jurisdictional limits.” Constraints arise from various 
sources — from the nature of the internal system, the condition of land and 
people, the availability of resources, the authority of international law and 
organization, fidelity to treaties and other agreements, commonality of in- 
terest, “world public opinion,” and so on. However, the principal constraint 
in international relations is set by the power of other states. It is the no- 
torious “balance of power." 

Balances appear—or ought to appear—at many points in the interna- 
tional system, but as a systemic principle the balance of power focuses on 
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the relationships of the major states. Its main purpose is to prevent any 
one state or group of states from dominating the system as a whole. The 
organization of power therefore is centrally the relationships established 
through the balance of power. Peacemaking in international relations, we 
must conclude, is in large part an effort to enhance the efficacy of the 
constraints of state power, including especially that set of constraints known 
as the balance of power. 

At least two major problems with this perspective on peace and power 
must be acknowledged. The first is whether we can continue to speak of 
the state as the principal actor in international relations and of the 
international organization of power as essentially a political organization, 
especially in view of the extraordinary expansion of capitalist economic 
power into a world system that seems to run on its own terms and to dictate 
policy to the states. For some Latin American liberation theologians, the 
contemporary international organization of power would appear to be the 
economic system of international capitalism, not the political system of 
states. The state — certainly in its mode of existence as “national security 
state" — is not the principal actor in international relations; it is a function 
of international capitalism and serves to execute its will. Moreover, the 
international distribution of power among the states is defined in economic 
terms. In a pattern suggestive of older geopolitical models, the international 
system has a “center” and a “periphery.’® But the center is an economic 
center, not a geographical one, and the states on the periphery are those 
that are dependent economically on the center, not those that simply are 
remote from the “heartland” of the “world island" (Eurasia). 

If there have been attempts in Latin American liberation theology to 
analyze the state and the state system theoretically and in their own right, 
and not as functions of the economic system, I am not aware of them. 
However, the fact that part of the liberationist program is to gain control 
of the states for the purpose of countering if not destroying the power of 
international capitalism would seem to undermine the arguments for the 
primacy of economics over politics, at least with regard to the permanent 
and underlying character of the international system. Moreover, whatever 
the domestic patterns of economic organization may be, the control of 
military force — and therefore the disposition of nuclear, bacteriological, 
and chemical power — rests with the states as states. Accordingly, it appears 
that the realist argument concerning the political character of the inter- 
national organization of power remains basically intact. 

However, that conclusion can by no means be drawn as absolutely as 
classical political realism might have drawn it. The conspiratorial theories 
of Trilateral Commission control may be overdone, as may claims of world 
domination by computer-driven global stock and bond markets or by con- 
sortia of international banks, but the roles of commerce, finance, and in- 
dustry in international relations are massive and at times overwhelming. If 
it cannot rightly be argued that the state system has been replaced by an 
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economic system as the international organization of power, it can and 
should be argued that the international system is much more complex and 
extensive than the state system alone. Nevertheless, when we approach the 
task of peacemaking in international relations we must have in mind pri- 
marily the interactions within the system of armed states. The ending of 
capitalism would not dispel that condition simply by bringing to an end 
whatever contradictions inhere in the nongovernmental ownership of prop- 
erty. A socialist world would be a world of states, with differences of interest 
and power and problems of nationalism and leadership egoism. The orga- 
nization of power in a socialist world therefore would be at minimum an 
organization of the state system, with attention to constraints on state 
power, and especially to balances of power. 

The second problem with this perspective on peace and power concerns 
the systemically operative concept of the balance of power. The question 
is whether it is in fact perennial in political relationships, and therefore 
always central to the peacemaking process, or whether it was merely a 
condition of power relations in nineteenth-century Europe, now irrelevant 
and inapplicable to radically changed international conditions. 

Several points seem to support this challenge to the balance of power. 
First, the present international system is much more fully a world system, 
and not essentially a European system. It is much more diverse and com- 
plex, and therefore less susceptible to governance by a balancing mecha- 
nism. Second, in nineteenth-century Europe, England played the role of 
balancer, working with different combinations of European states at dif- 
ferent times to prevent the domination of the continent by any one state 
or combination. At the present time, however, there is no state with the 
magnitude of power sufficient to play the role of balancer between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. Third, whereas the earlier arrange- 
ment presupposed the use of war as a rational instrument for restoring a 
failed or failing balance, the present arrangement — however labeled —is a 
war-avoidance device, or at least a device for avoiding war between the two 
states most likely to devastate the world were they to fight each other. 

These points must be acknowledged, but what one should conclude from 
them is that the historic configuration and modes of operation of balances 
of power in international politics have changed, not that the notion of 
balance itself has become obsolete. We speak today of a “strategic balance 
of power," meaning thereby the pattern of world organization constructed 
and focused by the contest for world predominance of the Soviet Union 
and the United States. It is a pattern of mutual restraint which involves 
the other states of the world system and influences their movements and 
aspirations. It has no “balancers” functioning clearly and effectively as such, 
because other significant states are not free to shift back and forth in their 
applications of balancing power. Nevertheless, each of the superpowers is 
wary of its allies or client states, and the movements of smaller states serve 
often to keep the giants alert and cautious. It is not a balance that could 
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be maintained or restored by fighting a war, but it is nevertheless funda- 
mentally, even if not exclusively, a set of military relationships, character- 
ized as mutual deterrence. 

What can and must be said is that a balance-of-power strategy is not 
sufficient as a peacemaking strategy. Other, nonlethal, forms of power must 
be brought into play or enhanced in their effectiveness as modes of con- 
straint, and dependence on the deterrent effect of lethal forms of power 
must be reduced massively. The relationships of power must be progres- 
sively politicized, moving them from the force end of the continuum of 
power toward the consent end. But no changes, however politically intel- 
ligent or structurally efficacious, will eliminate the need to balance power 
in the relationships of states, and most certainly in the relationships of 
those states whose interactions give primary shape to the organization of 
power in international society. Peacemaking strategies and tactics therefore 
always must reckon with the influence they intend to have, or will have 
whether they intend it or not, on the various balances of power in 
international politics, and especially the strategic balance of power. 

Reinhold Niebuhr understood full well both the need for and the in- 
adequacy of a balance of power as an instrument of preservation and jus- 
tice. During World War II, he assessed the promise of a balance of power 
for restoring the peace and maintaining it, and argued that such an equi- 
librium would serve to some extent to mitigate anarchy in international 
society. He observed, however, that “an equilibrium of power without the 
organizing and equilibrating force of government, is potential anarchy 
which becomes actual anarchy in the long run.” Yet he did not expect a 
world government to emerge with power and authority sufficient to coerce 
the major states and, furthermore, did not encourage such a notion. He 
proposed instead an accord of the great powers to manage the organization 
of peace in the postwar world, while anticipating that the tensions in their 
relationships would make such an accord unlikely. When the advent of the 
Cold War proved that expectation to be correct, he found himself essen- 
tially where we are today—acknowledging the perennial and functionally 
necessary character of the balance of power, and arguing for the develop- 
ment of more consensual forms of power to cope with its inadequacies. “If 
we escape disaster,” he wrote in 1959, “it will only be by the slow growth 
of mutual trust and tissues of community over the awful chasm of the 
present international tension." 

Niebuhr’s theological understanding of human nature also supports the 
broader perspective on the organization of power. The persistence of sin 
in the behavior even of the best persons and in the most just and well- 
disposed structures implies the persistence of the need for restraint and at 
times the use of force in human relations, and especially in political rela- 
tions. The freedom and self-transcendence of human nature, and the ca- 
pacity for mutual if not sacrificial love, open the imagination to possibilities 
of agreement and cooperation beyond the present situation, and empower 
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the will to at least a partial achievement of what is imagined. That analysis 
of human nature in its ambiguity of possibility and limitations corresponds 
to what we have said about power being a variable combination of force 
and consent, spread on a continuum from the predominance of the former 
to the predominance of the latter, with the organization of the combination 
at any given point in time defining the context and something of the sub- 
stance of peacemaking. 


Peace as an Organization of Justice 


But why not characterize peace as an organization of justice rather than 
of power? Surely one desires a just peace, and not simply an orderly one. 
The problem with the question, despite its correct intention, is its suppo- 
sition that an organization of justice will be something other than an or- 
ganization of power. It is true, of course, that justice is not simply reducible 
to prevailing power. Some organizations of power are manifestly unjust, 
and none is completely just or unjust. Therefore it clearly is possible to 
distinguish justice from power and to set the notion of justice in a rela- 
tionship of transcendence to the patterns of power. But the notion of justice 
as a political concept always is an idea of how power should be disposed, 
delimited, and coordinated. Hence, the appeal or demand for justice is 
concretely a proposal for the organization or reorganization of power. 

To establish the position more firmly, let us consider the following points. 
First, we must return to our characterization of power as a variable com- 
bination of force and consent. As we have seen, peacemaking is a process 
of politicizing or civilizing particular historic organizations of power (in 
some instances, tearing them down first). It is a matter of bringing into 
membership all persons and groups covered by the organization of power, 
inviting and empowering their full participation, and employing the power 
of the organization to meet their needs and promote their interests and 
values. It is a process of moving from the force end of the continuum toward 
the consent end, thereby giving the organization increasingly the character 
of a community and legitimating the authority of those who exercise the 
power. Normally, it is a process of embodying greater justice in the rela- 
tionships of power, or at least of spreading and strengthening the consensus 
that the relationships and uses of power are just. Where this process of 
transcendence, of movement from force to consent in the concretion of 
power, is prevented, what passes for peace is fragile and tentative, is en- 
forced arbitrarily, and is an invitation to disorder. The proper understand- 
ing of the nature of power therefore eliminates the simple distinction 
between peace as an organization of power or of justice, but does so without 
canceling the distinction between relatively just and relatively unjust or- 
ganizations of power. 

Second, and following on what has just been said, justice is in large part 
a matter of the equitable and balanced distribution of power. Reinhold 
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Niebuhr was convinced at a fairly early point in his career that an inequit- 
able distribution of power was itself a condition of injustice, and inevitably 
would result in abuses of power. If that insight encouraged his support of 
the proletarian side of the class struggle of the 1930s, it also prompted him 
to speculate that the union of political and economic power in the hands 
of victorious proletarians — or their “vanguard” — would produce tyranny. 
Moreover, it underwrote the crucial role of the balance of power in his 
thought on both domestic and international politics, and prompted him to 
urge the empowerment of “out-groups” for their participation in the strug- 
gle for justice. Justice is contingent on an equitable and durable distribution 
of power, and an organization of power thus distributed and maintained is 
a condition of peace. 

Third, the distinctions between justice and injustice in specific cases 
usually are not as clear-cut as the partisans think they are, and even if they 
are clear-cut to nonpartisan observers, the realization of justice depends 
on the availability of power to reorganize the relationships. In the terrible 
conflict between Israel and the Palestinian Arabs, for example, both sides 
are convinced of the justice of their respective causes. Declarations con- 
cerning the radical separation of justice and power in that setting are more 
understandable as partisan rhetoric than as statements of objective moral- 
political reality. A particular relationship of justice to power would be es- 
tablished if one side were able to impose its will totally on the other. The 
prevailing side then would proclaim the victory of justice, whereas the losing 
side would bewail the total separation of justice and power. Or a particular 
relationship of justice to power could be established if both sides shared 
available power sufficiently to protect their own interests by restraining the 
other, thereby creating the conditions of tentative peace as absence of war. 
This tentative peace-through-balanced-power would then provide the con- 
text for negotiation over a compromise settlement of differences that each 
side could regard as relatively just. 

If it were necessary to explore the question in more theological depth, 
one could begin with the Augustinian claim that every political order— 
including the most unjust—contains some element of justice in the rela- 
tionships of power to the different expressions of love that organize and 
sustain it. Without some factor of justice, however minimal, the order would 
cease to exist.The claim is true, but its political effect often is to shield 
tyrannical regimes and oppressive institutions from radical criticism. It will 
suffice for our purposes to restate the point that justice concretely always 
is a particular organization of power. As the realists insist, the work for 
justice as for peace is a problem of confirming and improving or radically 
reworking the organization of power in the pertinent geographical setting. 
One cannot assume, however, that those who consider themselves realists, 
and who have a firm grasp of the intellectual principle, necessarily have a 
correct understanding of the concrete realities of power. 
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Military Power and the Next Step 


The position established in this paper regards force as an element in 
power and therefore as a factor in peacemaking. It stands in clear oppo- 
sition to approaches to peacemaking that simply oppose all evidences and 
uses of military power, condemn all budgetary provisions for military pre- 
paredness, and protest the development of every new weapons system. At 
the same time, it stands in opposition to predominantly military approaches 
to peacemaking —simplistic “peace through strength" concepts, commit- 
ments to military superiority, confidence in the enduring efficacy of security 
through credible threats of nuclear retaliation. In general terms, this strat- 
egy of peacemaking is neither mere opposition to force in international 
relations, nor excessive reliance on force, but the civilizing or politicizing 
of force. It assumes that force, in the form of military power, will continue 
to play a role in international relations, but one that is less self-determining 
and more governed by international decisions designed to limit its signifi- 
cance and especially to restrain its unpredictability. ; 

The position we have taken on the organization of power prompts us to 
consider military power in terms of its total organization as a system and 
not simply in terms of its instrumental character. Instrumentally, military 
power is one of several means states use to pursue their foreign policy 
objectives. In realist thought, military power is to be developed to the extent 
and in the kind necessary to serve the strategic and tactical needs of those 
objectives. It is a subordinate element of statecraft, in the dual sense that 
political ends determine military means and the civilian heads of govern- 
ment outrank and command the generals. 

In practical terms of the organization of power, however, the world is 
not simply a collection of states pondering the instrumentality of armed 
force and deciding case by case whether and how to apply it. Rather, it is 
a sociotechnological system of weaponry of all degrees and kinds of so- 
phistication, transcending even the largest and most powerful states and 
pressuring if not determining their military and political decisions. In this 
respect, military power is environment more than instrument. The system 
itself is a fundamental policy problem. The system as environment is the 
context within which all military decisions must be understood and taken — 
those pertaining to the organization of power itself and its tendencies, and 
those pertaining to more discrete and selective exercises of national power 
in pursuit of national interests. 

Similarly, the system is the context for understanding the applications 
and limitations of the just war ethic. Christian realism rejects both pacifism 
and the crusade and takes its readings of the morality of military power 
from the just war criteria.? Applying these criteria to nuclear weapons with 
their awesome effects of blast, fire, and fallout, and doing so with respect 
to their systemic reality, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that these 
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weapons systems — even as deterrent systems — are morally indefensible. I 
drew that conclusion myself more than twenty years ago.? The problem 
with this conclusion, however, is that it does not suggest a self-evident and 
defensible policy. What is the next step, after moral approval has been 
withdrawn from nuclear deterrence? The weapons systems remain in place 
as the international organization of military power. The threat of war re- 
mains, and the moral condemnation pronounced on the weapons systems 
does not ipso facto make war less likely. Moral delegitimation alone ob- 
viously does not resolve the problem of war avoidance. 

The logical next step from moral delegitimation is unilateral disarma- 
ment, with regard at least to nuclear weapons and delivery systems. But 
does that step serve the cause of war-avoidance, or simply introduce a 
different set of risks: that unilateral disarmament would raise the likelihood 
of war by destabilizing the international system; that the prospect of suc- 
cessful unilateralism would provoke unsympathetic right-wing groups and 
military establishments to seize power and control the weapons systems on 
their own terms? One does not know the answers to these questions. They 
are matters of speculation and of calculated risk-balancing, as is the ques- 
tion of continuing a policy of nuclear deterrence. What one should recog- 
nize, however, is that moral inquiry now begins with military power in its 
character as environmental system, not with military power in its instru- 
mental character. Certainly the instrumental question is still of great moral 
significance, but its full and decisive significance must be determined with 
respect to political and military requirements for nuclear war-avoidance. 
What the next step may be is a matter not of idealistic dogmatics or of 
moral logic, but of realistic calculation. It must be disclosed from where we 
stand in the prevailing organization of power. The path it follows must be 
one that leads away from the brink of war and back to politics. 

From this analysis it should be easy to understand why realists become 
impatient with persons who declare the immorality of nuclear deterrence 
and then advocate multilateral disarmament or an “ethics of reciprocity," ^ 
as though they were simple alternatives to deterrence or military strategy. 
Multilateralism and reciprocity certainly are to be affirmed as essential to 
the peace process, but they become political possibilities in a hostile, ad- 
versary relationship principally because of the mutual fear that inspires the 
antagonists to cooperate and reciprocate in disarming. Military considera- 
tions and threats (implicit or explicit) are not excluded from the process 
of reciprocity in arms control or disarmament; they are part of the process 
itself. Apparently, therefore, the elements of deterrence retain some resid- 
ual moral justification in the context of moving from war to politics as a 
means of resolving international differences, despite the judgments pro- 
nounced on the weapons systems and their war uses. How otherwise could 
it be morally right to retain morally disallowed weapons systems and rely 
on their intimidating effect to require the adversary to do jointly what one's 
own state is unwilling to do unilaterally? 
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It should be easy to understand also that persons who are serious about 
peacemaking should be prepared to recommend or support changes in 
weapons systems and military policies that make war less rather than more 
likely. The next step from war to politics may be, for example, the adopting 
of an effective, single warhead weapon in place of existing multiple warhead 
weapons, thereby making the total system of military power more stable. 
Or it may be the enhancement of conventional forces to fill the vacuum of 
power left by the dismantling of nuclear systems. But if it is easy to un- 
derstand such readiness against the background of this analysis, it remains 
hard to do for persons convinced that to be for peace means to be against 
anything that has to do with war. The temptation is very great to escape 
into optimistic assumptions about the benign intentions of the opponents, 
or equally optimistic political or military calculations that dismiss the mil- 
itary proposals. However, if peacemaking has to do with civilizing the or- 
ganization of power, one must test all peacemaking proposals in terms of 
the organization as it exists, and with reference to where one stands on the 
continuum from force to consent, and take one's next step from that point. 


Questions in the Conversation 


At this point in the conversation over theology, politics, and peace, I 
must press Professors Moltmann and Míguez Bonino to show how they 
would deal with the fundamental issues of the organization of power in the 
framework of their own theological approaches to peace. The question to 
Moltmann is this: Is there a distinctive political theory that derives from 
political theology? If so, what does it tell us about how the power of any 
society —in this case, international society — should be arranged so as to 
provide optimally for peace and justice? What are the relative roles of force 
and consent, and what is the role of military power in such arrangements? 
What theological understanding of human nature supports and comes to 
expression in this political theory? 

The material and occasion for responding to these questions are present 
in some of Moltmann's essays on political issues, but he has not provided 
extended and systematic answers, so far as I am aware. He has stood for 
democratic socialism and the democratization of international politics, and 
has proposed that foreign policy should be the domestic policy of 
international society, but to my knowledge he has not confronted the struc- 
tural difficulties of these proposals or made explicit their implicit anthro- 
pology. In his essay on “Political Theology," published in 1971, he 
acknowledged the need for representation in political society, but spoke of 
it primarily in terms of the risks of political idolatry and political aliena- 
tion. His contribution to political theory on this point seemed to be limited 
to a call for continuous democratization and political iconoclasm. 

In On Human Dignity, Moltmann seemed to undercut the need for con- 
structive political theory on Christian theological terms by arguing for ‘“‘un- 
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divided discipleship of Christ in economic, social, cultural and political 
conditions" in place of “responsible support of the world orders of eco- 
nomics, society, culture, and politics."!$ He did in fact propose some specific 
next steps for moving the world away from the threat of war, but these 
recommendations then appeared to be compromised by a commitment to 
pacifism, which surrenders the power that states would need to carry them 
out. “Pacifism,” he declared, “‘is the only realism of life left to us in this 
apocalyptic situation of threatened world annihilation. Pacifists are the real- 
ists of life, not merely voices of utopia."!? Pacifism can be a hopeful stance 
for persons who trust God, and it may be, as Moltmann argues, the only 
stance Christians with an apocalyptic nuclear eschatology can assume, but 
it is not a state policy for changing the international organization of power. 
Moreover, that Moltmann commits to pacifism —at least partly on just war 
grounds — has something to do with where he is located in the geography 
of peace. He lives at an especially precarious point on the Moscow-Wash- 
ington axis. The liberation theologians, located elsewhere in the world, do 
not readily commit to pacifism, and the Israelis clearly do not regard pac- 
ifism as realism. 

A commitment to pacifism and a call for disarmament do not address 
fundamental problems of the organization of international systemic power 
to serve the ends of peace and justice. The question of “responsible support 
of the world orders" cannot be put aside, if one is to fulfill the expectations 
of Christian discipleship. What political theory, informed by what under- 
standing of human nature, can political theology generate out of its own 
perspectives to assist these purposes? When a theology of hope reflects on 
the way states actually behave, what can it propose with regard to ways and 
means of organizing the future of international society? 

The question to Míguez Bonino and through him to Latin American 
liberation theology is: What social science, backed by what theological un- 
derstanding of power, human nature, and history, can account for the rich- 
ness, diversity, and energy of international society, and thereby yield the 
understanding necessary to organize power for a just and confident peace? 
The Latin American theologians have found Marxist class analysis useful 
above other social sciences in disclosing their own reality to be a class 
struggle pointing to the necessity of revolutionary transformation. They 
have shown this reality to be part of a global process by linking the struggle 
in particular countries to the operations of international capitalism, to the 
problems of dependence and marginality, and to the role of the national 
security state. One should grant the importance of these methods and dis- 
closures, especially for bringing criticism to bear on established and growing 
orders of power. But the question arises: Does the use of Marxist class 
analysis expose social reality in its fullness, or does it reduce this reality to 
structural economic factors, thereby obscuring other factors that bear pow- 
erfully on questions of the future distribution, limitation, and exercise of 
power? What are we to make of the fact that Mr. Gorbachev's glasnost has 
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uncovered myriad national identities in the Soviet Union that are far 
stronger than class solidarity? What does it say about the sufficiency of 
class analysis that most Marxist states are incorporating some degree of 
market system into their economies, that Gorbachev has proposed joint 
ventures with “capitalist” countries and firms for doing business within the 
Soviet Union, and that Moscow soon may have a stock market? What is 
the international significance of the power of religion revealed by the re- 
surgence of political Islam? Why do states with socialist regimes often have 
profound differences over foreign policy issues? 

Obviously, class analysis does not explain all dimensions of corporate 
reality and conflict. Therefore it seems hardly likely that this social science 
employed by many Latin American liberation theologians can be the sole 
instructor in the future organization of power. That is clear in the case of 
domestic society, for which it does not provide in its own social theory for 
efficacious limitation of the power of the new ruling elite. It is even clearer 
in the case of international society. Once this social science gets beyond 
the critique of international capitalism, it cannot interpret and establish 
the conditions for the just and peaceful organization of international power. 
It cannot do so adequately without incorporating basic realist presupposi- 
tions concerning human nature, history, and power, and such a move would 
have the effect of changing its character as a social science. 

The larger and more fundamental question, of course, is whether “lib- 
eration" is a symbol of sufficient comprehensiveness to fill out the dimen- 
sions of a political theology. That liberation is the necessary route for 
oppressed people is not to be denied, nor can one deny rightly that liber- 
ation is an essential element of authentically Christian theology. The prob- 
lem is that the terms and conditions of the institutionalization of freedom 
are not contained in the notion of liberation itself. Liberation is potent as 
a critical concept, but not sufficient as a constructive concept. What is the 
nature and vision of the community within which the freedom of liberation 
is to be housed and exercised? How is its power to be organized to preserve 
and extend the achievements of liberation, and to restrain the liberated 
ones from becoming the new oppressors? What understanding of human 
nature supports and instructs the proposed power arrangements? These 
questions point to the fact that "liberation" does not define the scope and 
substance of a complete theology, and certainly not of a political theology. 
Therefore a liberation theology as such would appear to be too narrow to 
discern and describe the political conditions of peace. 

Implicit in these questions to German political theology and Latin Amer- 
ican liberation theology is the suggestion that they cannot complete their 
theological-political enterprises without accepting basic elements of the 
Christian realist position, specifically those having to do with human nature 
and its political implications. In Christian realism, human nature is under- 
stood to be an ambiguous combination of freedom and limitation, of as- 
pirations to goodness and corruption of those aspirations by egoism. This 
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ambiguity packages the capacity for justice with the inclination to injustice. 
It generates the possibilities for challenging and overcoming the limits of 
particular situations, but frustrates all prospects for transforming the 
earthly city into the city of God by political means. It acknowledges the 
sinfulness of structures but denies that radical transformation of structures 
will resolve the problem of sin and thereby allow the establishment of justice 
in pure and permanent form. With such ambiguities in mind it requires the 
organization of power in such manner as to restrain and control the centers 
and holders of power, while enabling the community as a whole —and the 
lesser members thereof —to pursue and enhance the possibilities of tem- 
poral justice. 

Are these the anthropological assumptions with which Moltmann and 
Míguez Bonino analyze the issues of politics and peace, or do they hold 
others? I do not intend to attempt to answer for them, nor do I mean 
necessarily to imply that they disagree with this statement of the relation- 
ship of human nature to politics. Míguez's book on Christian political ethics 
reads to some extent like a treatise in the Christian-realist school, and 
Moltmann in some recent essays has written with recognition of the per- 
sistent realities of power. However, I do not yet see them employing their 
theological methods, with full awareness of these anthropological issues, to 
address the problems of the organization of power for the durable estab- 
lishment of peace with justice. In my view they will have to occupy common 
ground with Christian realism in order to accomplish that task. 

One must acknowledge the difference between the theoretical statement 
of a theological orientation to politics and its historical setting and appro- 
priation. Niebuhr's emergent Christian realism of the thirties was focused 
heavily on prophetic critique of established and concentrated power. His 
more fully developed Christian realism of the forties and fifties was con- 
cerned with the responsible exercise of established and concentrated power, 
specifically that of the United States in world politics. Both elements — the 
prophetic and the responsiblist —were present in both historical settings 
and were related dialectically to each other. One element tended to pre- 
dominate over the other, however, depending on where he stood in relation 
to established power and how he understood the relationship of power to 
justice. What has happened in the historical development of the second, 
i.e., responsiblist, case is that the exercise of dominant power has legiti- 
mated itself with the notion of responsibility while at the same time sup- 
pressing the prophetic-critical elements in the Niebuhrian realist dialectic. 
We do not hear much of Niebuhr's warnings concerning self-deception, the 
equation of national interest with international interest, or the messianism 
of American political consciousness. That may be why some present-day 
“Niebuhrians” could approve the Reagan Administration's unilateralism in 
foreign policy and its support for military dictatorships resisting liberation 
movements. It certainly explains why liberation theologians tend to be sus- 
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picious of if not hostile to the Christian-realist approach to peace and 
justice. 

Given the relationship of theory to history indicated above, we can hy- 
pothesize that the liberationist critics of Christian realism are in the proph- 
etic-critical stage of the historical development of political action. If so, 
they are making important contributions to Christian political conscious- 
ness as well as to the political struggle by emphasizing the side of the 
dialectic that cannot be sensed or understood as well by persons whose 
moral analysis of international politics is shaped by preoccupation with the 
responsibilities of dominant power. It is essential to the fullness of both 
consciousness and practice to hear voices from the “underside,” from other 
parts of the globe, from different loci of historical awareness. 

On the other hand, if these critics are in fact in the prophetic-critical 
stage, they are looking ahead to the stage of responsibility, that is, to a new 
organization of power in which they or persons with whom they sympathize 
will control, decide, and direct. What theological contribution can they 
make to the knowledge of how to design that organization, such that power 
will be exercised responsibly to pursue peace with justice, but without sup- 
pressing the critical perspectives and voices? 


The Outlook 


In a different sort of essay, I would have examined at some length the 
notion of the peace of Christ and would have stressed both the confidence 
the believer draws from that peace and the direction it gives for confronting 
the conflicts of the world. However, in a conference where differences over 
that notion are less likely to be as great as those generated by temporal 
agenda and points of view, I have chosen to examine theologically and 
politically some elements of that peace which the world is able to give. It 
is in this dimension especially that Christian realism makes significant con- 
tributions to the understanding of peacemaking. 

Two types of “realities” — and their bearing on peacemaking — have re- 
ceived attention in the preceding pages. One is the objective historical fact 
of the creation of nuclear weapons and their development into an environ- 
mental system that exceeds all conceivable or allowable defensive purposes, 
and threatens the extinction of life on the planet. The other is the set of 
elements that perennially influence the recombinations of political society: 
the ambiguity of human nature, the character of peace and justice as po- 
litical organization, the nature of power as a variable combination of force 
and consent. The latter "reality" defines the necessary theoretical frame- 
work of all peacemaking efforts in all times and places. The former iden- 
tifies the practical limit of all conflict and struggle, however justified as to 
cause, wherever it takes place now and in the future. 

Given this statement of realities, what is the hope for the future of 
peacemaking? In temporal terms, it is the hope for the continuing civilizing 
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of power, of bringing consent into ascendancy over force, of strengthening 
the fabric of a community in which persons and groups will feel free to be 
vulnerable. Theologically understood, the process of civilizing power is a 
work of reconciliation, of creating a new and inclusive social reality which 
comprehends and redefines the parties that had stood in enmity to one 
another. 

But realism requires honesty with regard to the limits of the process. It 
is a process of strategic and at times tactical military decisions, of rede- 
signing of weapons systems, of dealing with opponents with threat and 
compromise, of renouncing comfortable ideological poses, of designing 
structures of balance and restraint that limit one's own material power. It 
is not one that allows the abandonment of such considerations if one's goal 
is temporal peace, especially peace with justice, or of fulfilling one's obli- 
gation through stirring calls to general disarmament or to personal renunci- 
ation of weapons. 

Moreover, the process is limited in its possibilities of fulfillment. The 
scientific capability for nuclear weapons and delivery systems will not be 
unlearned, and the sophistication of military technology will increase. The 
ambiguity of human nature will continue to the end of time, and power 
always will have force as one of its components. The accomplished civilizing 
of power will remain tentative, never to be taken for granted, threatened 
from without by enemies who may appear in the course of time, and from 
within by the corruption of the ruling class, or the uprising of internal 
proletariats, or other centrifugal forces that never are far from the surface 
of any society. The hope for the coming Kingdom of God may inform the 
process, and it should, but the politics of peace will produce only better or 
worse versions of the earthly kingdom. As Reinhold Niebuhr wrote, "There 
is no escape from the paradoxical relation of history to the Kingdom of 
God. History moves towards the realization of the Kingdom but yet the 
judgment of God is upon every new realization.”"® 

The process of promoting peace by civilizing power must be taken up 
daily. Peacemaking is a never-ending vocation, whose justification and 
promise are beyond the history of political systems. That is why the peace- 
maker must have the confidence and direction that come from the expe- 
rience of the peace of Christ. 


Notes 


1. In his preface to Christian Realism and Peacemaking (Nashville: Abingdon 
Press, 1988), Ronald H. Stone writes of the “evolution” of Christian realism and 
the differences among its various later representatives. Regrettably, Stone’s book 
was not available to me when I prepared this address. 

2. I have developed the theme of politics in the context of divine reconciliation 
in several writings, including “Reconciliation as a Foreign Policy Method" in Re- 
ligion in Life XXXVII (Spring 1969): 40-54, and “Security, International Respon- 
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sibility, and Reconciliation" in Quarterly Review (Summer 1986): 12-29. 

3. In the question period following this address, Professor Alan Geyer of Wes- 
ley Theological Seminary pointed out these differences between my own line of 
thought and that of Christian realism. I am grateful for this clarification. 

4. José Míguez Bonino, Toward a Christian Political Ethics (Philadelphia: For- 
tress Press, 1983). 

5. See Arnold Wolfers, “Amity and Enmity Among Nations" in Discord and 
Collaboration (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1962), pp. 25-35. 

6. See Moltmann's Religion, Revolution, and the Future (New York: Scribner's, 
1969), pp. 39, 40. Moltmann quotes Rauschenbusch on pp. 34-35. 

7. This claim is a point of contention among political realists, not all of whom 
see all states acting at all times to maximize power. 

8. The most influential analysis of the national security state in Latin America 
is José Comblin's The Church and the National Security State (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis 
Books, 1979). Comblin regards the national security state as a United States export 
and instrument of U.S. imperialism. The interpretation of the national security 
states as a function of international capitalism is the one set forth by José Míguez 
Bonino, in Toward a Christian Political Ethics, chapter 5. 

9. Enrique Dussel’s adaptation of the center-periphery paradigm in Ethics and 
Theology of Liberation (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1978), pp. 8-13, does not 
reduce the international order simply to economic relations, nor economic power 
to capitalist power alone. He considers the Soviet Union, for example, to be part 
of the center. However, the center is determined not by geography but by the locus 
of economic power sufficient to establish and control the relations of domination. 
The center shifts, depending on the locus of economic power. 

10. Reinhold Niebuhr, The Children of Light and the Children of Darkness (New 
York: Scribner's, 1944), p. 174. 

11. Ibid., p. x of the New Foreword. 

12. In Just War Tradition of the Restraint of War (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1981), pp. 330-38, James T. Johnson argues that Reinhold Niebuhr opened 
the way to recovery of the just war tradition in twentieth-century Protestant thought. 
However, the principal Protestant theorist of that tradition in this century was not 
Niebuhr, but Paul Ramsey. 

13. Theodore R. Weber, Modern War and the Pursuit of Peace (New York: Coun- 
cil on Religion and International Affairs, 1968). 

14. The proposal for an “ethics of reciprocity” was made by the United Meth- 
odist Bishops in their pastoral letter, In Defense of Creation; The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (Nashville: Graded Press, 1986), pp. 15, 48. The bishops rejected 
unilateral disarmament, despite their denial of the moral justification of nuclear 
weapons and their war uses. 

15. Jürgen Moltmann, “Political Theology," in Theology Today 28 (April 1971): 
18-20. 

16. Jürgen Moltmann, On Human Dignity (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 
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18. Reinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man (New York: Scribners, 
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Chapter 7 


Martin Luther King 
as a Political Theologian 


ANDREW YOUNG 


If you were black, Christian, and a young ministerial candidate in the 
southern part of the United States in the 1950s and 1960s, you found 
attractive the Christian existentialism that characterized theology in this 
country just after the Second World War. That theology saw Western so- 
ciety in crisis and called for a personal and corporate response from Chris- 
tians. It was no accident that Martin Luther King, Jr., gravitated toward 
the writings of Paul Tillich and Henry Nelson Wieman, and later Reinhold 
Niebuhr. He was very much a product of the theology of that period. But, 
more important, he was a product of a Baptist church in Atlanta, a Baptist 
church that had been pastored by his father and his grandfather, both of 
whom were in an Old Testament prophetic tradition, who Sunday after 
Sunday preached a powerful Gospel in which God was present with men 
and women. God was in the midst of us and doing something in our time 
to which we were required to respond. 

There was almost no sense in which Martin Luther King thought of 
himself as a leader. He thought of himself as being pulled by forces beyond 
his control, forces which, as he reflected on it, were in some sense divine. 
It was very unreasonable for a young man with a Ph.D. degree to go to a 
little Baptist church in a southern town like Montgomery, Alabama. Martin 
chose to go to Montgomery because he didn't want to be involved in politics 
and didn't want to be pulled into a larger political environment, as he would 
have been had he accepted the position as assistant to his father at Ebe- 
nezer, or had he joined Benjamin Mays as vice-president of Morehouse 
College, or even had he gone to Dillard University as chaplain, which was 
also one of the considerations. Interestingly enough, the president of Dil- 
lard was rather glad, he said, that Martin decided not to come to Dillard 
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because when he met him he decided that he wasn't a strong enough leader 
to lead students on a college campus. This was a genuinely shy man, a 
genuinely unassuming man, who found himself thrust into a leadership role 
by Rosa Parks sitting down toward the front of a bus. Now, I don't believe 
Martin knew Rosa Parks; certainly he did not know her well, though she 
was the youth director/advisor to the NAACP. Rosa Parks always got on 
the front door of the bus. In those days, however, black people were sup- 
posed to get on the front door of the bus, put their money in the till, then 
get off and go around and get on at the back of the bus. And most black 
people did that. Rosa Parks never did; she moved on down the aisle to the 
back. Most bus drivers tolerated that, but this particular bus driver always 
went past her when he saw her at the stop. This particular day, she came 
up after the bus stopped and she did as was her custom. Moreover, she 
didn't sit right in the front of the bus as a demonstration. Being “just plain 
tired," she slumped into the first seat available as she walked toward the 
back of the bus. The event of her being jailed for this simple act galvanized 
the community in such a way that Martin was thrust into a leadership 
position. This was only a few months after he had declined the presidency 
of the NAACP because he wanted to complete his Ph.D. dissertation. Rosa 
Parks sat down in the bus just two weeks after he mailed his dissertation 
back to Boston University and had it approved. 

All of us, including Martin, always felt that he was put in this position 
by God, and his theology was a response to the leading of God in the midst 
of a dramatic social situation. When his home was bombed shortly after his 
first child was born and people came with guns to protect and avenge the 
bombing, that was the first occasion when he began to pull together the 
teachings of Mahatma Gandhi and the language of Jesus of Nazareth from 
the New Testament. He made an impassioned plea to those who came to 
defend him violently that “we must find ‘a more excellent way.' " Out of 
his attempts to deal with a bus boycott, withdrawing the support of the 
black community from the buses, he began to forge a very powerful political 
theology and political methodology that had several characteristics. One 
was simply a quest for justice —it was not even a quest for integration at 
first. Martin and the committee only wanted black people to be treated 
courteously. There was no demand to desegregate the buses. They only 
asked that the Montgomery Bus Company apologize to Mrs. Parks and 
make it a policy to treat black people with some respect. They were refused. 
The refusal of that simple human courtesy involved denial of their funda- 
mental human dignity and made it almost absolutely necessary for them to 
protest. But Montgomery was not a militant, protesting community. With 
its black bourgeoisie, it was a community as conservative and passive as 
any in the South. Yet they found themselves having to stay off the buses, 
first for a day, then for a week, finally for 381 days. In the midst of that 
long period of testing, Martin forged a concept of freedom and a concept 
of justice without violence that was different in the sense that he did not 
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blame his oppressor for the condition. He adopted from Gandhi the notion 
that the oppressor was also a victim in the situation, for the whites who 
ran the bus company were born into an inherited tradition that they didn't 
fully understand either. He said, “We have allowed our white brothers to 
go on all these years and we have never questioned their dehumanizing us, 
and so we can't really blame them totally." He adopted what we might now 
call a no-fault concept of injustice. He didn't blame the injustice on any- 
body, black or white, but on an unjust situation. And he rallied people to 
deal not with each other but to deal with the situation which was as de- 
humanizing of whites in one way as it was of blacks in another. He was 
fond of quoting Frederick Douglass to the effect that the struggle for free- 
dom is “a struggle to save black mens’ bodies and white mens’ souls." But 
it was always an attempt to establish justice in the midst of an unjust 
situation that we had all inherited. 

There was also a strong note of New Testament reconciliation. He was 
very fond of the passages from Ephesians, and he used the image of “‘break- 
ing down the dividing wall of hostility” that separated Jew from Greek in 
Ephesus but in the Southland separated blacks from whites. The legal 
system — the system of laws that segregated blacks from whites and whites 
from blacks — was the dividing wall that had to be torn down in order that 
we might be reconciled and truly become brothers and sisters. This was 
only possible by nonviolent means. He said, ““We don’t want to destroy the 
schools; we want to attend the schools. We don't want to destroy the fac- 
tories; we want to be able to earn our living in those factories. We want to 
be a part of this society and we're convinced that as we become a full part 
of this society, it will become an even greater society." 

His dream as expressed twenty-five years ago in the March on Washing- 
ton was that America might begin to live out the true meaning of her creed. 
But there was also an underlying sense of the cross and resurrection, a 
notion that there is no remission of sin without the shedding of innocent 
blood. These were not statements that Martin learned in seminary partic- 
ularly; this was black folklore. This was the kind of thing he heard in 
Ebenezer Church in prayer meetings. This was part of the conventional 
folk theology that was probably far more influential in Martin's ministry 
than this theological training. Even the sense of cross and resurrection came 
from his direct experience when, while signing copies of his newly published 
book, Stride Toward Freedom, he was stabbed by a demented black woman 
in Harlem. He always joked about that stabbing; he dealt with death with 
a sense of humor. But he was constantly reminding us, teaching us, joking 
with us, about the fact that what we were doing was very dangerous, that 
at any moment if we didn't really believe it, we shouldn't bother further 
with it because, as he said over and over again, “If you haven't found 
something that you're willing to die for, you're probably not fit to live 
anyway." You need to be prepared to die at any moment. And then he 
would launch into preaching our funerals. One of his great methods for 
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relieving the tension and the anxiety of death was to decide who it was that 
was going to be killed in the next demonstration, and then he would preach 
the funeral, with all of the humiliating and embarrassing things that you'd 
never want said about you. It broke the tension while confronting us with 
the constant presence of death and with the constant realization that there 
could be no change without somebody willing to take on the role of suffering 
servant. 

In his own ministry it was perhaps most dramatically expressed to us at 
the time of Birmingham. We went to Birmingham, Alabama, to end seg- 
regation. All of the brilliant young minds sat down around the table and 
drew up what we felt was a battle plan that would put an end to racial 
segregation in Birmingham. We decided where we were going to demon- 
strate, we decided how many people would go to jail this day and how many 
people would go to Jail that day, and we decided which lawyers were going 
to appeal which cases —we had it all worked out. We went to Birmingham 
with the perfect plan, and we put it into practice. After about thirty-five to 
forty days, however, after we had done everything that was in our plan, 
after we were completely out of money, after we had about a thousand to 
fifteen hundred people in jail and after we had used up all of the bond 
money that we had raised and all of the property bonds we could get people 
to post, we had to face the possibility of failure. A group of black leaders 
and a group of white clergy had both made very strong appeals to Martin 
Luther King to get out of town. Interestingly enough, he was accused of 
being a Communist agitator. Sitting in his room in the Gadsden Motel, 
facing those black leaders who urged him to stop the demonstrations and 
gave all kinds of reasons why Birmingham was just too tough — it could not 
be changed; facing the fact that we had exhausted the human resources 
and the economic resources of that community; and though he was not sure 
what to do next, Martin was nevertheless convinced that what we were 
doing was right. He decided the best thing was for him to go to jail, to join 
the people who were already in jail and see what happened. We didn't 
realize it at the time, but the day that he decided to go to jail was Maundy 
Thursday. He went to jail and that weekend the white clergy of the com- 
munity published an ad in the paper which was a condemnation of his 
whole effort. 

Two things happened that Sunday. He was given a copy of the New York 
Times in jail which included an article on the white clergy ad. He was so 
furious at his brothers in the church for not understanding what he was 
doing and why he was doing it that he started writing a letter from the 
Birmingham jail. He didn't have any paper, so he wrote around the margins 
of the New York Times and, after going through all of the paper that he 
had, he wrote on toilet tissue. The letter that came out of the jail, piece- 
meal, was a brilliant description of the social dilemma of Christians in the 
South, and it had a liberating effect on the whole nation. 

Also, the popularity of the Birmingham protest had been on the wane. 
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People were losing heart, people were beginning to be anxious. Only fifty- 
five people went to jail that day with Martin Luther King, and it was re- 
ported on page 36 of the Birmingham newspaper. Once the word went out 
that Martin Luther King was in jail on Easter Sunday, however, thousands 
of people turned up at church, ready to give themselves, ready to go to jail, 
ready to do whatever was necessary to bring about an end to racial segre- 
gation. Ironically, we marched to the jail simply to show Martin the numbers 
of people now supporting a movement that he thought was about to die. 
As we got several blocks from the jail, the notorious Bull Connor, the chief 
of police, was there with his army of police and with his fire trucks and 
police dogs. He formed a barrier of three obstacles: the dogs, the fire hoses, 
the policemen with guns. All we wanted to do was walk four blocks and 
pray and come back. I happened to be leading that line, and when we saw 
the police force, we didn't really know what to do. They were not the most 
rational people. People always say that nonviolence worked in the United 
States because of an enlightened police force, but it won't work anywhere 
else. At that time, those police had bombed and killed more than fifty black 
families in the year previous to our going there. 

The kinds of things that you read about in Latin America or other 
oppressed societies such as South Africa were not unknown to us. We were 
expecting the worst. Because we didn't want people to panic, we asked 
everybody to get down on their knees. It was Easter Sunday, and people 
were all dressed up and they didn't want the police putting fire hoses on 
their pretty new clothes, but when they got down on their knees, they began 
to pray. And they began to pray in the old-fashioned traditional manner, 
not so much with words, but with moans and with sighs, with cries and with 
passion. I was trying to reason with the police chief, who was totally un- 
reasonable, and I was getting nowhere. He was simply saying if we didn't 
move, he was going to turn on the hoses and turn loose the dogs, and the 
massacre would be our responsibility because we were disobeying his or- 
ders. 

Just as I was about to give up, one of the good old sisters jumped up 
and got happy, and said, “The Lord is with this movement! We are going 
on to the jail" Everybody just jumped up and started following this lady. 
Bull Connor began to give the orders to stop them. As I stood there, I saw 
this police force that had been hostile, that had been filled with hate, lose 
their anger. The dogs that were straining at the leash calmed down. They 
were no longer barking. The firemen who had fire hoses with the kind of 
water pressure that would have broken people's ribs if they had turned 
them on at that close range, were just standing there. And when Bull 
Connor jumped up and down and said “Stop them! Stop them!" I saw one 
of the firemen with tears in his eyes let the fire hose fall to the ground. As 
we marched through this red sea of fire trucks, the same old sister got on 
the other side and said, “Great God A’mighty done parted the Red Sea 
one more time!" 
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Later, as we reflected on it, we realized that on that Easter weekend 
what we had experienced in the course of a few days was in a very real 
social sense a crucifixion and a resurrection. We began to understand that 
this was the way the changes were going to occur. From that moment on, 
we didn't shy away from confrontations, we didn't shy away from dangers. 
Neither did we court them. For Martin Luther King never took on a new 
project without a great deal of difficulty and pondering the cost. He didn't 
want to oppose the war in Vietnam. He tried his best to get Coretta to be 
the spokesperson on the war issue. Coretta, who had been in her own right 
an active member of the women's peace movement, was very willing to take 
on that role. For a long time he operated on the basis that he would be 
the spokesperson for civil rights and would leave the question of war to 
others, until suddenly he decided this was segregating his conscience — that 
the bombs we dropped on Vietnam would explode at home in inflation and 
unemployment. Thus, it was after a long period of soul-searching that he 
finally began to raise questions about America's involvement in Vietnam. 

His movement toward a poor people's campaign, which probably as much 
as anything led to his death, was out of a sense of near despair over the 
dislocation of poor people as a result of the mechanization of the rural 
South. With the automatic cotton-picker there was no need for the mass 
black labor that once had been so necessary. Not only was agriculture 
mechanized, but the federal government had a policy of paying landowners 
not to grow food or fiber. Yet no one was doing anything about the workers 
that were displaced. They were not just black; they were black and white, 
brown and red. He decided that we needed to get all of these forces to- 
gether and go to Washington for one last appeal. Not that it would change 
our nation, for he had no illusions about being immediately successful, but 
he felt that it was important to raise the question of economic justice before 
the 1968 campaign. He thought that by raising the question in a dramatic 
way, with thousands of poor people of all colors coming to Washington, the 
next president, be he Democrat or Republican, would be forced to address 
the question of poverty and economic discrimination along with the prob- 
lems of race. It was at that point that he was cut down by an assassin's 
bullet. 

Even as he gave his life, some twenty years ago, a force was unleashed 
in this nation that was far more powerful than Martin Luther King, Jr., in 
his lifetime. We found the business community opening up its doors, sud- 
denly realizing that they had to begin to hire and train black people not 
only as workers but as managers. We found the universities beginning to 
understand that there was an important academic role in providing oppor- 
tunities for bringing along the least of these God's children — that university 
life was not a privilege for the upper classes, but an opportunity for all 
God's children. We found our nation's political process beginning to carry 
out governmentally and administratively many of those things that Martin 
only preached and dreamed about. 
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Martin Luther King lived the life that he preached and gave his life in 
service to the poorest of the poor. He didn't want to go to Memphis; 
Memphis was irrelevant to the plan that we had developed to change the 
nation through Washington. But here were garbage workers who were sim- 
ply raising a cry for human dignity and the right to organize and bargain 
collectively and to elect their own representation. Martin said very simply, 
“Well, management has a board of directors and stockholders to make 
decisions; why shouldn't workers be allowed to organize and elect their 
leadership and participate in the decision making?" It was not in any sense 
a crusade, it was more a sense of compassion for a group of black men in 
Memphis that he saw being publicly humiliated. It was at the time of his 
identification with the least of these God's children that he was met with 
an assassin's bullet. 

But that was not the end. It was only the beginning. We celebrate Martin 
Luther King's birthday as a national holiday now — although we're still not 
sure what we're celebrating. It appears to be something of a black holiday, 
something of a liberal holiday. In reality, it should be a holiday that cele- 
brates the resolution of enormous tensions without resorting to means of 
violence. I always like to remind people in Atlanta that this city could very 
easily be Northern Ireland or Beirut, Lebanon; that everybody black and 
everybody white in the South after the Second World War had plenty of 
guns. My own family was a nonviolent household; we had only two or three 
guns. My wife's family had dozens! Had blacks and whites ever turned them 
on each other, we would be very much like Lebanon. And yet, in the midst 
of the tensions, Martin was a voice of reason, a voice of faith, a voice of 
compassion, willing to put himself forward and take the suffering of the 
evil world upon himself — not aggressively, not seeking martyrdom, but will- 
ing to respond with humanity to the needs of humanity. Who can say how 
far-reaching the effects of his life will be? Certainly his example helped to 
re-create the city of his birth, Atlanta. His example encouraged the Carter 
administration to rely on the methods of nonviolence in the independence 
of Zimbabwe and in the negotiations of the Panama Canal Treaty. Certainly 
this was a factor in the negotiations at Camp David. It was only in dealing 
with the Russians and the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks that we were 
less willing to trust nonviolent methods and became more "realistic" and 
“Niebuhrian.” In other situations, we were far more willing, I think, to 
move ahead taking the risks involved in a creative, nonviolent approach — 
and made progress as a result. I still don't fully understand and appreciate 
all that happened to us during those days when we walked with Martin 
Luther King. For me, it was just a pleasure to have been able to walk along 
that way. And I am convinced that wherever there are men, women and 
children willing to walk that way, it remains the most viable means for 
effective and long-lasting change. 


Ghapter 8 


Theological Resources 
for the Political Task 


GORDON HARLAND 


A debate is raging in the churches. Sometimes it is fierce and frequently 
it is confused. This should occasion no surprise, for it is a complex debate 
concerning issues of great significance. It is an important debate. The sub- 
ject shapes the way in which the churches view their responsibilities, con- 
ceive their agendas, and to some extent how they employ their resources. 
It also helps shape their thoughts and feelings about what it means to be 
Christian in the contemporary world and to participate in the Christian 
community. It is all this because the debate over the relationship between 
faith and society, between Christ and culture, is at bottom a debate con- 
cerning the nature of the Christian message itself. At the center of this 
debate are those biblical themes, images, and doctrines which inform Chris- 
tian views of human nature, the meaning of God’s work in Jesus Christ, 
the social significance of the paradigmatic event, and the consequent inter- 
pretation of history. The debate has brought to the front of the stage the 
grand old question: What is the relationship between our religious under- 
standing and commitment and our pursuit of social and cultural values? 
What theological resources do we have that can significantly inform the 
political task? 

The conviction informing what follows is that those central doctrines of 
faith—Incarnation, Atonement, Human Nature, and Justification by 
Grace — which are usually related only to our personal quests for forgive- 
ness, meaning, and renewal, are also the basis for the most adequate po- 
litical theology. For that reason I think that the center of the faith best 
provides us with a resource of insight and healing that can help us to keep 
the personal and social dimensions of life together and whole, and in so 
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doing transcend the debilitating reduction and distortions represented by 
those wretched words politicization and privatization. 


Theological Resources 
Human Nature 


Surely the realism of the Christian understanding of human nature can 
prove to be a significant resource for the political task. Anyone immersed 
in the Christian understanding of humankind ought never to be surprised 
by evil. The Christian understanding resists not only obvious evils, such as 
the grasping for tyrannical power and the exploitation of the weak, but it 
ought also to make us particularly alert to the way in which the good can 
become stale if it is not kept open to that divine judgment which is also 
the spring of renewal. The Christian understanding of human nature is the 
kind of resource that gives us a lively sense of what Reinhold Niebuhr 
called “ironic evil" by which he meant the tendency for our virtue to 
become vice, our strength to become weakness, and our wisdom to become 
folly, whenever pretension stretches them beyond their limits. 

The Judeo-Christian understanding of human nature has a deep appre- 
ciation of the uniqueness and worth of the person. Of course, Christians 
have no corner on either the affirmation or the defense of the dignity of 
the person. The significance of the biblical view is that it locates our dignity 
in the position we hold before God. Our relationship to God, in this un- 
derstanding, is not something added on to our being as an option or as an 
extra, but is constitutive of our being. Such a relationship, which is the very 
life of faith, can provide a significant leverage over the political order, and 
that is a matter of large significance in this technological age which facili- 
tates such concentrations of power. 

Christians, however, know not only the reality of sin but equally the 
reality of grace, and that means that we should always be alert to the 
possibility of the new in history. People informed by the Christian under- 
standing are realists. Their understanding of sin makes them that. They 
agree with realists generally that self-interest is a fundamental datum of 
all collective life. However, they are not cynics. They do not believe that 
self-interest is the only thing operating in life. They know, value and nurture 
the human capacity to reach out in care and concern. Knowing both these 
things, they also know that the mark of leadership, or statesmanship, is the 
capacity to find the points of coincidence between the group or national 
interest and the needs and interests of the wider human community. More- 
over, Christians live in the assurance that God ever goes before them, 
opening the doors to the new. In a word, the Christian understanding of 
human nature is a resource of insight for us because it provides such a 
balanced assessment of both the creative and disruptive effects of our free- 
dom upon our communities. 
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Both aspects need to be emphasized. The creative goodness of the hu- 
man spirit, the access to being that is gained through personal relationships 
and responsibilities, needs to be lifted up in this age when quantitative 
measures have gained such wide acceptance. But equally, any realistic anal- 
ysis of the human condition must rigorously come to grips with the manner 
in which our existence is separated from what we essentially are or are 
meant to be, with that condition of the soul that we call sin, which is deeper 
than our conscious choices and intentions. It is recognized that we cannot 
be made whole again without some understanding of the broken situation 
in which we exist. There is a profundity in the Christian understanding of 
human nature that can be a much needed resource for us today. So it was 
not surprising to see the political philosopher, Kenneth Thompson, as he 
pondered the resources available for a wise foreign policy, remarking that 
"Christian realism by illuminating the misery and grandeur of man can be 
a textbook for the diplomatist. It can rid men of their illusions while pre- 
paring them for their ‘finest hours.’ "'! 

This heritage is not only a resource of insight but also a resource of 
spirit. By this is meant not only a general goodwill and kind feelings. Rather, 
religious faith nurtured by a biblical understanding of human nature ought 
to be productive of a peculiar quality of spirit that is a needed resource for 
the complexity of these days. What is the character of that spirit? It is a 
combination of resolution in the face of evil and a humility born of the 
knowledge that our cause, however right, however just, is not absolute. That 
is a tall order. Moral resolution and humility do not commonly travel to- 
gether. This combination is especially difficult for participants in conflict. 
Yet one of the greatest examples in history was just such a central partic- 
ipant in a terrible conflict — Abraham Lincoln. He was a leader who, in the 
midst of the conflict of civil war, was richly informed by the biblical view 
of human nature and the spirit which flowed from it. He was resolute. He 
was much more resolute than his generals, as the Southern Confederacy, 
to its chagrin, was to learn. He was resolved (1) to preserve the union and 
(2) to abolish slavery. But his resolution was combined with the humility 
that came with the knowledge that although his case was relatively right, it 
was not absolute. It had been corrupted. It had been corrupted not only 
by Yankee self-interest but more importantly by the moral pretension that 
usually tempts the advocates of righteous causes. 

This combination of resolution and humility was what was so important, 
and so rare. He did not allow his resolution, his moral commitment, to lead 
him into self-righteousness or moral rigidity. Nor, on the other hand, did 
he allow his great capacity for compassion to betray him into weakness or 
a sentimental analysis of the situation or the strategies necessary to deal 
with it. Reinhold Niebuhr's comment on Lincoln is pertinent to our dis- 
cussion: “This combination of moral resoluteness about the immediate is- 
sues with a religious awareness of another dimension of meaning and 
judgment must be regarded as almost a perfect model of the difficult but 
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not impossible task of remaining loyal and responsible toward the moral 
treasures of a free civilization on the one hand while yet having some 
religious vantage point over the struggle."? Lincoln remains not only a 
relevant example of wise political leadership in the midst of a terrible 
conflict but also an example of the perennial relevance of biblical insight 
into human nature. He gave expression to a perspective and a spirit pe- 
culiarly needed in our own time as we face so many tragic choices in our 
collective life. 

It is, however, right here that the gravest deficiency of the American 
Religious Right is displayed. Instead of the tragic realities of human nature 
so profoundly articulated in the Bible and the Christian tradition, the Re- 
ligious Right frequently presents us with a Manichaean view of human 
nature in which the world is divided into good guys and bad guys, the white 
hats and the black hats, which owes more to the legend of the American 
"Western" than it does to the Christian faith. 

It is the role of biblical religion to provide a framework of understanding 
and value that will prompt a nation to seek to realize the greatest possible 
social values while at the same time keeping the nation keenly aware of 
the way in which those values and concerns are tainted by national self- 
interest. It was this understanding that Reinhold Niebuhr urged upon his 
fellow Americans over forty years ago when he wrote: “Thus a contrite 
recognition of our own sins destroys the illusion of eminence through virtue 
and lays the foundation of grace in the national life.” It is this sort of 
biblical understanding that is lacking in the new Religious Right where it 
would appear that an alien “secular,” unself-critical, ideological approach 
has taken over. 

The references to Lincoln lead us to consider the significance of the 
heart of the Christian faith for developing a political ethic able to face the 
tragic dimensions of our collective life. Specifically, I refer to the social 
relevance of an ethic shaped by the understanding of Justification by Grace. 


Justification by Grace and a Political Ethic 


We are a generation that lives with tragic choices. Every statesman, for 
example, is daily faced with trying to realize partially incompatible goals. 
To be responsible often means making the choice of suppressing one value 
in order to secure or preserve another. Moreover, the very struggle to 
secure justice itself involves the use of the instruments of power, and the 
instruments of power are always ambiguous. Nor can innocence be main- 
tained or purity achieved by withdrawing from the struggle. The fact to be 
recognized is this: There is no moral hiding place. But it is precisely here 
that we see the genius of Christian faith. The central symbol of that faith 
is the cross of Christ. That cross discloses the tragic depths of life, the 
pervasiveness of human sin. It does this through the same reconciling act 
of God in Christ which provides resources to cope with those tragic realities. 
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The term Justification by Grace means the process by which we are made 
right with God, by which we are reconciled to God. Moreover, the heart 
of the Christian experience is that the grace we meet in Christ both illu- 
mines the depth of our need and is a power to reconcile us. Individual 
believers across the centuries have known what it means to experience the 
subtlety and depth of sin through an appropriation of the grace that brings 
both forgiveness and the energies of new life. Our contention is that this 
basic doctrine is also of social significance. To act socially in terms of Jus- 
tification by Grace is to know three things: (1) that the Divine Love that 
has met us impels us to seek a greater justice in the community; (2) that 
the same Divine Love that impels us to justice also illumines the sin we 
will be involved in by our efforts; and (3) that this doctrine also assures us 
of a resource of mercy to cover the evil we do in order to be responsible. 
This is a perspective that saves us from both a paralysis of will and the 
pretension to which our righteous causes usually tempt us. It bids us to 
seek the combination embodied in Lincoln —a spirit of resolution against 
evil with an awareness of “the taint of sin in the cause of our devotion.” 
Clearly, whenever the ambiguity of political decisions and the tragic di- 
mensions of history are obscured, the full relevance of this Christian un- 
derstanding will be lost. 

This happened in the United States in the mid-nineteenth century. In- 
deed, to read much of the theology of that period, to say nothing of the 
literature of social and political conflict, is to be left wondering what hap- 
pened to this cardinal Reformation doctrine. It was present of course, but 
one has the feeling that it was there only because it was supposed to be 
there. After all, the doctrine is an important part of the Christian heritage 
and theological discourse would be incomplete without it. It was, however, 
not informing religious thought and life in any vital way. Surely one of the 
reasons why it was not is that those who affirmed it failed to bring it into 
a living engagement with the great social issues of the day. That was a great 
pity, for if ever Christians needed the resources of insight and healing 
available in Christian faith to engage the ambiguous values and tragic 
choices of communal life, it was at that time and place. 

Consider the debates that Christians had over the issue of slavery. As I 
read those debates, the thought would not die that a vital understanding 
of this evangelical doctrine of Justification by Grace could have been both 
illuminating and healing in that tragic situation. Why? Because the doctrine 
does two things simultaneously. It points to the riches of the Divine Love 
that throws a searchlight into the depths of the evil in which we are in- 
volved. At the same time, the doctrine points to the resources of grace 
enabling us to cope responsibly with a difficult situation. It really is a doctrine 
that is indispensable for dealing with the tragic choices of life. Therein lie both 
its truth and its relevance. It could have enabled those Christians to have 
said something like this: “We know that we are involved in an evil situation. 
We know also that there is now no easy solution. But we are serious about 
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getting rid of this evil; we will set a realistic timetable to show our reso- 
lution, and we know that there are resources of grace to cover the evil we 
will be involved in, through our attempts to be responsible and just.” But 
they did not say that sort of thing. The reason they did not do so would 
seem to be that moralism had become the content of their Christian un- 
derstanding, obscuring the depths of both sin and grace. This ingrained 
moralism meant that they felt they must always be righteous, supporting 
righteous causes, instead of being forgiven sinners coping as best they could 
with an entrenched social evil in an ethically complex situation. This result 
was most instructive and we have seen similar results scores of times: They 
deceived themselves, so that things could no longer be called by their proper 
names. So slavery was no longer condemned as an evil, as it had been 
previously in the South; it was now even declared to be a “positive good.” 
This failure was not simply a failure of courage. It was a theological failure. 
It meant that the depths of both sin and grace, and consequently the social 
meaning of the doctrine of Justification by Grace, were obscured by the 
all-pervading moralism. This means further that when the conflict was 
joined in bloody civil war, that this moralistic understanding, instead of 
illuminating the tragic dimensions of the conflict, served rather to intensify 
the crusading self-righteous moralism of both sides in the conflict. 

The doctrine of Justification by Grace does not mean that we do not 
take sides in the struggle for social values. It does not say, “A plague on 
all your houses.” It does not say that “since sin abounds, no significant 
distinctions are to be made.” This is the fear expressed by Juan Luis Se- 
gundo. He fears that this “relativization of any and every political system” 
will end up “being a politically neutral theology” lacking the enthusiasm 
necessary for social change.* No! It is not an invitation to neutrality. It does 
mean, however, that the very faith that impels us to action also keeps us 
aware of the fact that our cause, though perhaps relatively righteous, is not 
absolute. This awareness will not get rid of conflict, but it will mitigate the 
ferocity of the struggle in which we are and must be engaged if treasured 
social values are to be secured and preserved. This emphasis upon the 
transcendent dimensions of divine grace is neither an excuse nor a summons 
to escape history. Quite the contrary. In the words of Reinhold Niebuhr, 
“It gives us a fulcrum from which we can operate in history. It gives us 
faith by which we can seek to fulfill our historic tasks without illusions and 
without despair.”5 

Certainly this doctrine of Justification has profound meaning for people 
in their individual pilgrimage. But just as the individual before God is kept 
from being sentimental by the reality of sin, and from despair by the large- 
ness of God's mercy, so this center of the faith promises that combination 
of realism and hope that is at once the fruit of biblical faith and the per- 
ennial need of society. 

It has been our contention that the central doctrines of Christian faith 
are significant not only for the personal religious quest but also because 
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they provide the basis for the most adequate political theology. Develop- 
ment of the social significance of these themes could help Christianity make 
a contribution to a much-needed public philosophy and at the same time 
restore relevance and wholeness to the theological enterprise. 
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Chapter 9 


Theology, Politics, and Peace: 
A Jewish Perspective 


MARC H. ELLIS 


Some years ago, in an essay outlining Christian complicity in the Jewish 
Holocaust and the future of Christianity in light of that complicity, the 
German Catholic theologian Johann Baptist Metz wrote: “We Christians 
can never again go back behind Auschwitz: to go beyond Auschwitz, if we 
see clearly, is impossible for us by ourselves. It is possible only together 
with the victims of Auschwitz." When first read, this statement strikes one 
by its boldness, and later by its depth. For Metz, the Jewish victims of 
Christian triumphalism and power stand before the Christian community, 
challenging the past but also serving as the key to the future. Of course, 
Christian and Jew have traveled together on a tortuous and bloody road 
for almost two millennia before the Holocaust; however, the present calls 
for a radically new way of journeying together, one of trust and ultimately 
of embrace.! 

With the eruption of widespread and violent demonstrations in the Is- 
raeli occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip, Metz's statement has assumed 
a new relevance in a different context. For, on the other side of power, the 
Jewish people have assumed a new and unaccustomed role in relation to 
the Palestinian people: that of the oppressors. As some Christians continue 
to have difficulty in admitting their complicity in the suffering of Jews, the 
Jewish people find it equally difficult to admit their own complicity in the 
suppression of the Palestinian people. Though Jewish empowerment, man- 
dated by the suffering of the Holocaust, must be affirmed as a good, the 
present impasse in Israel and Palestine cannot be addressed outside the 
most obvious, and to some the most contradictory, of options: solidarity 
with the Palestinian people. To paraphrase Metz's statement, the challenge 
might be thus stated: “We Jews can never go back behind empowerment: 
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to go beyond empowerment, if we see clearly, is impossible for us by our- 
selves. It is possible only together with the victims of our empowerment." 

Thus the question facing the Jewish people in Israel and the diaspora 
involves and yet moves beyond negotiation of borders, recognition of the 
PLO, the cessation of the expropriation of human land and water resources 
in the occupied territories, and even the public confession of Israeli torture 
and murder. For in the end the Israeli-Palestinian conflict involves the 
political, military, and economic spheres of Jewish life while at the same 
time addressing the deepest theological presuppositions of post-Holocaust 
Jewry. Without addressing the implicit and explicit theology of our com- 
munity, any adjustment of political, military and economic borders will 
represent superficial moments to be transgressed when the opportunity 
presents itself. Surely, political settlement of any significance in Israel and 
Palestine without a movement toward solidarity is, by the very nature of 
the conflict, impossible. 

Unfortunately, the normative theology of the Jewish community today — 
Holocaust theology —is unable to articulate this path of solidarity. Nor can 
the most well-known of Jewish spokespersons, some of whom helped to 
create this theology and others who operate within it, speak clearly on this 
most important issue. There are many reasons for this inability to speak 
clearly on the subject of solidarity: Holocaust theology, emerging out of 
reflection on the death camps, represents the Jewish people as we were, 
helpless and suffering; it does not and cannot speak of the people we are 
today and who we are becoming, powerful and often oppressive. Holocaust 
theology argues correctly for the Jewish need to be empowered; it lacks the 
framework and the skills of analysis to investigate the cost of that empow- 
erment. Holocaust theology speaks eloquently about the struggle for human 
dignity in the death camps and radically about the question of God and 
Jewish survival but has virtually nothing to say about the ethics of a Jewish 
state possessing nuclear weapons, supplying military arms and assistance 
to authoritarian regimes, expropriating land and torturing children. 

Though this information is readily available and accepted as documented 
by the world community, written about or even discovered by Jews in Israel 
and in the diaspora, Holocaust theologians often refuse to accept it, as if 
the suggestion that Jews could support such policies, rather than the poli- 
cies themselves, is treasonable and grounds for excommunication from the 
community. Because of the power of Holocaust theology in mainstream 
Jewish institutions, media and organized Jewish life, these "facts" are 
deemed outside of Jewish discourse as if they are not happening because it 
is impossible that Jews would do such things. Thus a community that prides 
itself on its intelligence and knowledge is on its most crucial issue — the 
future of our people — profoundly ignorant.? 

That is why the dialectic of Holocaust and empowerment, surfaced in 
Holocaust theology, needs to be confronted by the dynamic and dangerous 
element of solidarity. Solidarity, often seen as a reaching out to other com- 
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munities in a gesture of goodwill, at the same time necessitates a probing 
of one's own community. To come into solidarity, knowledge of the other 
is needed; but soon we understand a deeper knowledge of self is called for 
as well. If we recognize the national aspirations of the Palestinian people, 
that is only a step toward the more difficult and critical question of how 
Israeli policy has interacted with that aspiration. If we support the struggle 
of South African blacks, the relationship of Israel and the South African 
government needs a thorough investigation.? 

Increasing numbers of Jews are beginning to understand that our his- 
torical situation has changed radically in the last two decades and that 
something terrible, almost tragic, is happening to us. With what words do 
we speak such anguished sentiments? Do we feel alone with these feelings 
so that they are better left unspoken? Do such words, once spoken, con- 
demn us as traitors or with the epithet, self-hating Jew? Or does articulating 
the unspeakable challenge the community to break through the silence and 
paralysis that threaten to engulf us? And those of us who know and em- 
pathize with the Palestinians, can we speak without being accused of cre- 
ating the context for another holocaust? Can we be seen as emissaries of 
an option to halt the cycle of destruction and death? 

This is the challenge facing the Jewish people. And with it lies the task 
of creating a new Jewish theology consonant with the history we are creating 
and the history we want to bequeath to our children. It has to do with the 
way we exercise powers. Should we rest content with the proud claim that 
we are powerful where once we were weak, that we are invincible where 
once we were vulnerable? Or would we prefer to be able to say that the 
power we created, necessary and flawed, was simply a tool to move beyond 
empowerment to a liberation that encompassed all those struggling for 
justice, including those we once knew as enemies? And that our power used 
in solidarity with others brought forth a healing in the world which ulti- 
mately began to heal us of our wounds developed over the millennia? 

Movements of renewal within the Jewish community point the way to 
this new theology. In Israel, Oz ve Shalom, Religious Zionists for Strength 
and Peace, argue for the end of the occupation on religious grounds and 
seek reconciliation with the Palestinian people. Even more to the point is 
The Committee to Confront the Iron Fist, made up of Israelis and Pales- 
tinians whose first publication carried the provocative title “We Will Be 
Free In Our Own Homeland!" Members of the antiwar movement Yesh 
Gvul, or There Is a Limit, made up of Israelis who refused to serve in the 
Lebanese War and today refuse to serve in the West Bank and Gaza, are 
courageous in their willingness to say no to the oppression of others. 

North American Jews are increasingly vocal in relation to the pursuit of 
justice in the Middle East. New Jewish Agenda, a movement of secular and 
religious Jews, argues for Israeli security and the just demands of Palestin- 
ian nationhood. Tikkun, a progressive Jewish magazine, is in the forefront 
of vocal argument for a new understanding of the Israeli-Palestinian situ- 
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ation. And now with the recent crisis, mainstream Jewish intellectuals and 
institutionalists have voiced their horror at Israeli policies in the occupied 
territories.* 

These movements represent a groping toward a theological framework 
that nurtures rather than hinders expressions of solidarity. It is almost as 
if a long-repressed unease is coming to the surface, breaking through the 
language and symbol once deemed appropriate. Of course the risk is that 
if the crisis passes without fundamental change the language of solidarity 
will recede and the more familiar patterns will reassert themselves. And, 
it is true to state that even the movements cited are often limited in their 
scope and vision, equivocating where necessary to retain some mainstream 
credibility. 

Still the drift is unmistakable and the task clear. The theological frame- 
work we need to create is hardly a departure, but a renewal of the themes 
that lie at the heart of our tradition, the exodus and the prophetic, inter- 
preted in the contemporary world. A Jewish theology of liberation is our 
oldest theology, our great gift to the world, which has atrophied time and 
again only to be rediscovered by our own community and other communities 
around the world. A Jewish theology of liberation confronts the Holocaust 
and empowerment with the dynamic of solidarity, providing a bridge to 
others as it critiques our own abuses of power. By linking us to all those 
who struggle for justice, a Jewish theology of liberation will, in the long 
run, decrease our sense of isolation and abandonment and thus begin the 
process of healing so necessary to the future of the Jewish community.? 

Therefore, in this time of crisis we are encouraged to search for a Jewish 
theology of liberation requisite to our contemporary situation. The painful 
confrontation between Israelis and Palestinians on the West Bank and in 
Gaza is in reality a confrontation with the history we have created. It is a 
confrontation with who we have become and who we would like to be. If 
it is true that we cannot go back behind empowerment, we now know that 
we cannot go forward alone. The faces that confront us are those of the 
Palestinian people. Could it be that somehow in these faces lies the future 
of the Jewish people? 

This is why a two-state solution is only the beginning of a long and 
involved process that demands political compromise and a theological 
transformation which is difficult to envision. For if our theology is not 
confronted and transformed, then the political solutions will be superficial 
and transitory. A political solution may give impetus to this theological 
task; a theological movement may nurture a political solution. However, a 
political solution without a theological transformation simply enshrines the 
tragedy to be repeated again. 

Here we enter the most difficult of arenas: the presupposition that in 
the faces of the Palestinians lies the future of what it means to be Jewish, 
that at the center of the struggle to be faithful as a Jew today is the suffering 
and liberation of the Palestinian people. Such a thought must be considered 
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in Jewish theological circles. At some point an essential integration of Jew 
and Palestinian in a larger arena of political, cultural, and religious life is 
integral to a Jewish future. But this assumes that a fundamental confession 
and repentance of past and present transgressions is possible and a critical 
understanding of our history can be uncovered. 


Neoconservatism and Oppression 


Every community has patterns of fidelity and betrayal, points of paralysis 
and breakthrough. For the Jewish community the issue of Israel and Pal- 
estine is central to these patterns and possibilities. Despite the fact that 75 
percent of the Jewish people live outside of the state of Israel and that 
more leave Israel each year than emigrate to it, there is no question that 
psychologically and theologically Israel remains the center of Jewish life. 
Still, it is important to realize that Zionism has always been and remains 
today a minority movement within Judaism, no matter how Israel-oriented 
Jewish institutional life has become. Moreover, it is important to under- 
stand that this orientation toward, even preoccupation with, Israel was and 
continues to be a matter of disagreement and struggle within the Jewish 
community. That is, Holocaust theology was initially hardly welcomed by 
the Jewish establishment of synagogue, charities or other parts of Jewish 
institutional life. Holocaust theology threatened and ultimately deprived 
these traditional centers of their power within the community. Whatever 
one's perspective, all would agree that identification with Israel has pro- 
foundly changed the ethos of Jewish life throughout the world. At the same 
time it is profoundly altering our perspectives on justice and peace in the 
world. 

Nowhere is this shift more evident than in the progressive theologian 
and activist Irving Greenberg. In an important and radical analysis of the 
Holocaust and its implications written in 1974, Greenberg wrote that after 
the Holocaust “no statement theological or otherwise can be made that is 
not credible in the presence of the burning children," and that the victims 
of the Holocaust ask us above all else “not to allow the creation of another 
matrix of vaiues that might sustain another attempt at genocide." Green- 
berg affirmed empowerment as an essential aspect of fidelity to the victims 
of the Holocaust, although he added the proviso that to remember suffering 
impels the Jewish community to refuse to create other victims. 


The Holocaust cannot be used for triumphalism. Its moral challenge 
must also be applied to Jews. Those Jews who feel no guilt for the 
Holocaust are also tempted to moral apathy. Religious Jews who use 
the Holocaust to morally impugn every other religious group but their 
own are the ones who are tempted thereby into indifference at the 
Holocaust of others (cf. the general policy of the American Orthodox 
rabbinate on United States Vietnam policy). Those Israelis who place 
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as much distance as possible between the weak, passive Diaspora 
victims and the “mighty Sabras" are tempted to use Israeli strength 
indiscriminately (i.e., beyond what is absolutely inescapable for self- 
defense and survival), which is to risk turning other people into victims 
of the Jews. Neither faith nor morality can function without serious 
twisting of perspective, even to the point of becoming demonic, unless 
they are illuminated by the fires of Auschwitz and Treblinka.’ 


By the 1980s Greenberg's understanding of the Holocaust as critique is 
overshadowed by the difficult task of empowerment. He comments favor- 
ably on the reemergence of American power, applauding Reagan's arms 
buildup, the stationing of medium-range missiles in Europe, the develop- 
ment of the Strategic Defense Initiative, supporting rebel forces in Angola, 
the withdrawal of the United Nations from UNESCO, and the continuing 
funding of the Contras in Nicaragua. Greenberg's emphasis on empower- 
ment allows him to take the high road when analyzing Ronald Reagan's 
trip to Bitburg in May 1985. 


Overall Ronald Reagan's record in commemorating the Holocaust 
has been very good. He serves as honorary chairman of the campaign 
to create a national memorial. He has held commemorations of the 
Holocaust in the White House and spoken passionately of the need 
to remember. His support for Israel — the single most powerful Jewish 
commitment that the Holocaust shall not recur, the haven where most 
of the survivors built their new lives—is exemplary. Our criticism of 
this particular callous misjudgment must not be allowed to falsify the 
total overall picture, which is a good one. And we shall have to work 
with him again.® 


In a revealing theological and political transformation, the ultimate danger 
would seem to have become the prophetic critique of empowerment. 

Greenberg is joined in these overall perspectives by the three best-known 
Holocaust theologians, Elie Wiesel, Richard Rubenstein, and Emil Fack- 
enheim. And Greenberg’s most recent statements concerning the uprising 
maintain his evolving position. Though Greenberg now publicly supports 
an eventual Palestinian state and is somewhat critical of certain Israel po- 
sitions, his argument remains couched in Realpolitik with harsh words for 
moral argument and prophetic critique. That Israeli policies come into 
conflict with overall Jewish perspectives on justice and peace seems to elude 
Greenberg, as does the call for a radical evaluation of patterns that have 
evolved within Jewish life which make the brutality possible. Greenberg 
does present the crisis as an opportunity for peace in the Middle East. 
Beyond that there is silence, perhaps a theological inability to move to the 
heart of the problem.’ 

In a sense Greenberg illustrates the problem that faces the Jewish com- 
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munity at its most basic level. Unless Israel ceases to be a major isolated and 
hostile power in the Middle East it cannot but be dependent on American 
military and economic power. To maintain this role Israel must continue its 
unannounced policy of helping in the destabilization and underdevelop- 
ment of the Arab world, at the same time expanding its global military 
program of arms sales and technical training often to authoritarian regimes 
and right-wing rebel forces. Though surprisingly independent in many 
areas, Israel, in this scenario, maintains a surrogate role for the expression 
of Western power. Since Israel cannot through its own resources maintain 
a major power status or be received in the Middle East within this frame- 
work, and since no other Western power is capable of carrying this burden, 
America is crucial to the survival of Israel. It is therefore much easier to 
understand the responsibility felt by the Jewish community in the United 
States and the increasing impact of Israel on our worldview. When United 
States government aid to Israel surpasses four billion dollars a year and 
governmental foreign policy decisions and agency cooperation supply in- 
valuable assistance, and tax-free contributions from Jews to Israel approach 
the billion-dollar mark, how can Jews in the United States be free to choose 
a different path? Is it surprising that Holocaust theologians, indeed the 
majority of the Jewish community, become increasingly neoconservative in 
their attitudes and policies? 

As we become more and more powerful, the neoconservative trend is 
buttressed by fear, anger, and by a deepening sense of isolation. Anyone 
who works in the Jewish community recognizes immediately the almost 
uncontrollable emotional level that criticism of Israel engenders. To be 
accused of creating the context for another holocaust is almost common- 
place, as are the charges of treason and self-hate. Yet on a deeper level 
one senses a community which, having emerged from the death camps, sees 
little option but to fight to the bitter end. It is as if the entire world is still 
against us, as if the next train departs from Eastern Europe, as if the death 
camps remain ready to receive us after an interval of almost half a century. 
This is why though the entire world understands Yasir Arafat to be a 
moderate there is no other name linked by the Jewish community so closely 
to Adolf Hitler. This is why Prime Minister Shamir spoke of the plans to 
launch a ship of Palestinian refugees to Palestine as an attempt to under- 
mine the state of Israel, as an act of war. Years after the liberation of the 
camps, Elie Wiesel wrote, “Were hatred a solution, the survivors, when 
they came out of the camps, would have had to burn down the whole 
world.” With the nuclear capacity of Israel, coupled with the sense of iso- 
lation and anger, Wiesel’s cautioning words are unfortunately not irrele- 
vant. Is it too much to say that any theology which does not understand 
the absolute difference between the Warsaw Ghetto and Tel Aviv, between 
Hitler and Arafat, is a theology which may legitimate that which Wiesel 
warned against? 


100 A JEWISH PERSPECTIVE 


The Occupation Is Over 


Each morning over the last months we have awakened to reports of 
torture and death of Palestinian people, mostly children and young men in 
the occupied territories. But yesterday a strange and disturbing question 
came to me as I am sure it has to many of us: If Palestinians cease to die, 
will the uprising — at least for North American Jews and Christians — cease 
to matter? A horrible thought followed: For the Palestinian cause it is 
crucial that they continue to die in ever-increasing numbers if we in the 
West are to understand that the occupation, as we have known it, is over. 
Unable to accept this conclusion, I approached a Palestinian acquaintance 
and a Christian who had just returned from the West Bank: both had the 
same thoughts. It is true and the Palestinian leadership —as well as the 
Palestinian villagers — understand this tragic fact. The uprising is dependent 
on the continuing torture and death of children. 

But can Jewish Israelis continue to torture and kill Palestinian children 
ad infinitum? Can North American Jews continue to support these acts? 
And can Western Christians, especially those who have chosen to repent 
the anti-Jewishness of the Christian past and who have accepted Israel as 
an integral part of the contemporary Jewish experience, remain silent on 
the uprising and Israeli brutality? Or, are we all hoping that somehow the 
situation will dissipate, go unreported, or better still, disappear? This much 
seems clear: The willingness of Palestinians to endure torture and death, 
and the willingness of Israel to inflict such acts of brutality, point to the 
most difficult of situations which many would choose to ignore, namely that 
some basic themes of post-Holocaust Jewish and Christian life are being 
exposed in a radical and unrelenting way. 

If it is true that the occupation of the territories is in fact over, that it 
has moved beyond occupation to uprising and civil war, then the theological 
support for the occupation in Jewish and Christian theology must end as 
well. The focus of both theologies in their uncritical support of Israel has 
been shattered. The uprising, therefore, is a crisis on many fronts and is at 
its deepest level a theological crisis. Of course, like any crisis, the uprising 
presents us with both tragedy and possibility. By forcing the issue at the 
price of broken bones and lives, the children of Palestine force us to think 
again and to break through ignorance, half-truths and lies. But, will we 
have the tenacity and courage in safe and comfortable North America that 
the Palestinian children have on the streets of Gaza and the West Bank? 
Or will the inevitable allegations of Jewish self-hate and Christian anti- 
Jewishness deter us? Are we willing to reexamine our theological presup- 
positions as particular communities and in dialogue with each other, or will 
we attempt to pass over the question in silence? 

It is not too much to say that the uprising poses the future of Judaism 
in stark and unremitting terms. The tragedy of the Holocaust is well doc- 
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umented and indelibly ingrained in our consciousness. Holocaust theology 
speaks eloquently for the victims of Treblinka and Auschwitz, yet ignores 
Sabra and Shatila. It pays tribute to the Warsaw Ghetto uprising, but has 
no place for the uprising of ghetto dwellers on the other side of Israeli 
power. It insists that the torture and murders of Jewish children be la- 
mented and commemorated in Jewish ritual and belief, but has yet to 
imagine the possibility that Jews in turn tortured and murdered Palestinian 
children. Holocaust theology relates the story of the Jewish people in its 
beauty and suffering. Yet it fails to integrate the contemporary history of 
the Palestinian people as integral to our own. Thus, this theology articulates 
who we were but no longer helps us to understand who we have become.!? 

So Jews who are trying to understand the present become a contradiction 
to themselves, while others simply refuse to acknowledge the facts of con- 
temporary Jewish life. A dilemma arises: Awareness of Jewish transgres- 
sions has no framework to be articulated and acted upon. Jews who become 
aware have few places to turn theologically. 

Christians who have entered into a solidarity with the Jewish people are 
similarly in a dilemma. The road to solidarity has been paved both by 
Christian renewal, especially with regard to the Hebrew Scripture, and by 
Holocaust theology. But understanding the beauty and suffering of the 
Jewish people as a call to Christian repentance and transformation hardly 
prepares the community for a confrontation with Israeli power. How do 
Christians respond now when, over the years, the centrality of Israel has 
been stressed as necessary to Christian confession in the arena of dialogue, 
and no words of criticism against Israel are countenanced as anything but 
anti-Jewish? Too, Christian Zionism, fundamentalist and liberal, is ever 
present. What framework do Christians have within which to probe the 
present history of the state of Israel, to understand the uprising, to question 
the direction taken by Jewish empowerment? Can Christian theologians 
articulate a solidarity with the Jewish people which is a critical solidarity, 
one that recognizes the suffering and the power of the Jewish people? Can 
Christian theologies in the spirit of a critical solidarity open themselves to 
the suffering of the Palestinian people as a legitimate imperative of what 
it means to be Christian today?! 

Clearly the Palestinian struggle for nationhood poses more than the 
prospect of political negotiation and compromise. For Jews and Christians 
it presents fundamental theological material which lends depth to the in- 
evitable (though long-suffering) political solutions. Without this theological 
component a political solution may or may not appear. However, the lessons 
of the conflict would surely be lost and thus the political solution would 
tend toward superficiality and immediacy rather than depth and longevity. 
A political solution without a theological transformation would simply en- 
shrine the tragedy to be repeated again. An important opportunity to move 
beyond our present theologies toward theologies of solidarity, which may 
usher in a new age of ecumenical cooperation, would be lost. Could it be 
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that the struggle of the Palestinian people is a key to the Jewish and Chris- 
tian struggle to be faithful in the contemporary world? 

We are called to a theology that recognizes empowerment as necessary 
and dangerous in the journey toward liberation. It reminds us that power 
in and of itself, even for survival, ends in tragedy without the guidance of 
ethics and a strong sense of solidarity with all those who are struggling for 
justice. Today, the Palestinian people ask the fundamental question relating 
to Jewish empowerment: Can the Jewish people in Israel, indeed Jews 
around the world, be liberated without the liberation of the Palestinian 
people? Once having understood the question posed by the Palestinian 
people, the occupation can no longer continue. What remains is to build a 
theological framework that delegitimates the torture and the killing—a 
theology of liberation that sees solidarity as the essence of what it means 
to be Jewish or Christian. 


A New Theological Framework 


The development of a theological framework is crucial to delegitimate 
torture and murder — that is, to end theologies that rationalize occupations 
including, though not limited to, the Palestinian people. In this case we 
focus on the Israeli occupation as the breakthrough point for Jewish the- 
ology. The theological framework that legitimates occupation also, if we 
look closely, forces us to take positions on other issues that would be ques- 
tioned, even abhorred, if the framework were different. If our theology did 
not support the occupation, its vision of justice and peace would be trans- 
formed. Thus we turn again to the prospect that the uprising represents a 
culmination and a possibility, if we only seize the moment. 

An essential task of Jewish theology is to de-absolutize the state of Israel. 
To see Israel as an important Jewish community among other Jewish com- 
munities, with an historical founding and evolution, is to legitimate theo- 
logically what the Jewish people have acted out with their lives: the 
continuation of diverse Jewish communities outside the state. Thus the 
redemptive aspect of Jewish survival after the Holocaust is found in a much 
broader arena than the state of Israel and must be critically addressed 
rather than simply asserted in unquestioning allegiance to a state where 
most Jews do not live. De-absolutizing Israel hardly means its abandon- 
ment. Instead it calls forth a new, more mature relationship. Jews cannot 
bilocate forever and the strain of defending policies implemented by others, 
of criticizing without being able to influence directly, of supporting finan- 
cially and being made to feel guilty for not living in Israel is impossible to 
continue over a long period of time. With this new understanding respon- 
sibilities between Jewish communities assume a mutuality that includes a 
critical awareness of the centrality of our ethical tradition as the future of 
our community. Therefore, the present crisis as well as any future crisis 
moves beyond the call for unquestioned allegiance or disassociation from 
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Israel to a critical solidarity with responsibilities and obligations on all 
Sides.: 

A second parallel task is to deal with the Holocaust in its historical 
context and to cease its application as a possible future outcome to issues 
of contemporary Jewish life. To continue to use the Holocaust with refer- 
ence to Israel is to misjudge and therefore refuse to understand the totally 
different situation of pre- and post-Holocaust Jewry. Pre-Holocaust Eu- 
ropean Jewry had no state or military; it was truly defenseless before the 
Nazi onslaught. Israel is a state with superior military ability. Pre-Holocaust 
European Jewry lived among populations that varied in their attitudes to- 
ward Jews from tolerance to hatred. Post-Holocaust Jewry, with its popu- 
lation concentrations in France, England, Canada, and the United States, 
resides in countries where anti-Jewishness is sporadic and inconsequential. 
Pre-Holocaust Jewry lived among Christians who had as a group little rea- 
son to question Christian anti-Jewishness. Post-Holocaust Jewry lives 
among Christians who have made repeated public statements, writings, even 
ritual affirmations of the centrality of the Jewish people and Christian 
culpability for an anti-Jewish past. The differences between pre- and post- 
Holocaust Jewry can be listed on many other levels as well, which is not to 
deny that anti-Jewishness continues to exist. As many Jewish writers have 
pointed out, the paradox is that the most dangerous place for Jews to live 
today is in the state of Israel rather than centers of Europe and North 
America. 

Even in relation to Israel the application of Holocaust language is clearly 
inappropriate. Israel has been involved in two wars since 1967 and can 
claim victory in neither; no civilian life was taken outside the battlefield. 
The great fear, repeated over and over again, is that one day Israel will 
lose a war and that the civilian population will be annihilated, i.e., another 
holocaust. Two points are important here. First, if the situation continues 
as it is today, it is inevitable that one day Israel will lose a war and face 
the possibility of annihilation. No nation is invincible forever, no empire 
exists that is not destined to disappear, no country that does not, at some 
point in its history, lose badly and suffer immensely. Can our present the- 
ology exempt Israel from the reality of shifting alliances, military strategies, 
and political life? 

The only way to prevent military defeat is to make peace when you are 
powerful. Of course, even here there is never any absolute protection from 
military defeat, as there is never any absolute protection from persecution. 
But if military defeat does come and if the civilian population is attacked, 
the result, though tragic, will not be, by any meaningful definition, another 
Holocaust. And it would not, by any means, signal the end of the Jewish 
people, as many Holocaust theologians continue to speculate. It would be 
a terrible event, too horrible to mention, except for a clarification crucial 
to its prevention. And perhaps the differences between the Holocaust and 
any future military defeat of Israel are too obvious to explore, and would 
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hardly need exploration if our present theology were not confused on this 
most important point. 

To de-absolutize the state of Israel and distinguish the historical event 
of Holocaust from the situation of contemporary Jewish life is imperative 
to the third task of Jewish theology, the redefinition of Jewish identity. This 
is an incredibly difficult and complex task with parameters that can only 
be touched upon here. Yet it is the most crucial, raising the essential ques- 
tion that each generation faces: What does it mean to be Jewish in the 
contemporary world? 

There is little question that Holocaust theology is the normative theology 
of the Jewish community today and that at the center of this theology is 
the Holocaust and the state of Israel. Rabbinic theology, the normative 
Jewish theology for almost two millennia, initially sought to continue as if 
neither the Holocaust nor the state of Israel were central to the Jewish 
people. And Reform Judaism, the interesting, sometimes shallow nine- 
teenth-century attempt to come to grips with modern life, also sought to 
bypass the formative events of our time. Yet to survive after the Holocaust 
and especially since the 1967 Six Day War, both theological structures have 
been transformed with an underlying Holocaust theology. Secular Jews, 
often affiliated with progressive politics and economics, have likewise ex- 
perienced a shifting framework of interpretation. Though not explicitly re- 
ligious, their aid has been solicited by Holocaust theologians to build the 
state of Israel as the essential aspect of belonging to the Jewish people. In 
sum, both those who believed in Jewish particularity and those who sought 
a more universal identification have increasingly derived their Jewish iden- 
tity within the framework of Holocaust and Israel. And there is little reason 
to believe that any of these — Orthodox, Reform, or secular humanism — 
can ever again return to their pre-Holocaust, pre-Israel positions. 

We can only move ahead by affirming the Holocaust and Israel as im- 
portant parts of Jewish identity while insisting that they are not and cannot 
become the sum total of what it means to be Jewish. The point here is to 
take the dynamic of Holocaust and Israel and understand it in new ways. 
In both events there is, among other things, an underlying theme of soli- 
darity which has been buried in our anger and isolation. This includes 
solidarity with our own people as well as others who have come into soli- 
darity with us. As important, if we recover our own history, there is a theme 
of Jewish solidarity with others even in times of great danger. The latter 
includes some of the early settlers and intellectuals involved in the renewal 
of the Jewish community in Palestine, well-known figures like Martin Buber, 
Albert Einstein, Hannah Arendt, and many others. 

Even during the Holocaust there were voices, such as that of Etty Hil- 
lesum, which argued that their suffering should give birth to a world of 
mutuality and solidarity so that no people should ever suffer again. Hille- 
sum, who voluntarily accompanied her people to Auschwitz, was hardly a 
person who went like a lamb to her slaughter. Rather she chose a destiny 
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as an act of solidarity with her own people and the world. Is it possible 
that those who affirmed human dignity where it was most difficult and those 
who argued, and continue to argue today, for reconciliation with the Pal- 
estinian people even with the risks involved, represent a future worth in- 
heriting and bequeathing to our children? By emphasizing our dignity and 
solidarity we appropriate the event of Holocaust and Israel as identity 
forming in a positive and critical way. They ask us to embrace the world 
with the hope that our survival is transformative for our own people and 
for the world. 

The key to a new Jewish identity remains problematic unless we under- 
stand that de-absolutizing Israel, differentiating Holocaust and the contem- 
porary Jewish situation, and recovering the history of solidarity within our 
tradition and with those outside it, leads us to a critical confrontation with 
our own empowerment. To celebrate our survival is important; to realize 
that our empowerment has come at a great cost is another thing altogether. 
Can we at the fortieth anniversary of the state of Israel realize that the 
present political and religious chauvinism can only lead to disaster? Can 
we argue openly that the issue of empowerment is much broader than an 
exclusive Jewish state and that other options, including autonomy with 
confederation, may be important to contemplate for the fiftieth anniversary 
of Israel? Can we openly articulate that as American Jews we can no longer 
ask American foreign policy to support policies that contradict the ethical 
heart of what it means to be Jewish? Can we say with Michael Lerner, 
editor of Tikkun: 


Stop the beatings, stop the breaking of bones, stop the late-night raids 
on people's homes, stop the use of food as a weapon of war, stop 
pretending that you can respond to an entire people's agony with 
guns and blows and power. Publicly acknowledge that the Palestinians 
have the same right to national self-determination that we Jews have 
and negotiate a solution with representatives of the Palestinians! 
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Chapter 10 


Economics and Peace: 
The Catholic Bishops' Approach 


DENNIS P. McCANN 


Recalling the American Catholic bishops’ pastoral letter, “The Chal- 
lenge of Peace: God's Promise and Our Response" (1983), may provoke 
questions as to its relevance today. After all, the INF Treaty negotiated in 
the meantime calls for more than the Nuclear Freeze, advocated by the 
bishops, itself dared hope for. The breathtaking vistas opened up by the 
Reagan-Gorbachev summits, the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan, and 
the significant tempering of anti-Soviet rhetoric in Washington, plus the 
growing recognition on all sides that the U.S. defense budget cannot be 
exempt from the retrenchment that must occur in order to shrink the fed- 
eral deficit — these events, and many others, suggest that the “moment of 
supreme crisis" invoked by the American bishops' pastoral letter may have 
passed, at least for the time being. But does that make “The Challenge of 
Peace" as obsolete as a rerun of “The Day After"? I think not, and it is 
the burden of this chapter to show why not. 

Much of the discussion of the peace pastoral focused on the American 
bishops' theological and ethical understanding of nuclear deterrence, and 
why, in their judgment, our current defense posture rates only a "strictly 
conditioned moral acceptance." The pastoral letter showed that Catholic 
social teaching's interpretation of the "just-war" tradition can continue to 
bring moral clarity to the so-called paradoxes of nuclear deterrence, and 
make important moral distinctions between some nuclear strategies and 
weapons systems and others, including the bishops' controversial moral 
advocacy of the doctrine of “no first use" of nuclear weapons. These and 
related issues, of course, were what made the pastoral letter so relevant 
when it first appeared. For such were the issues that dominated the dis- 
cussion in that atmosphere of imminent nuclear crisis. 
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As the pastoral letter itself points out, a narrowly conceived focus on 
the morality of deterrence strategies hardly exhausts "The Challenge of 
Peace." The bishops' own refusal to accept the current nuclear stalemate 
as, morally speaking, the best that we can do is based not just on their 
analysis of the paradoxes of deterrence, but more so on their positive vision 
of what a peaceable community of nations might be. Fortified by a biblical 
perspective that emphasized the totality of factors — spiritual, cultural, and 
economic, as well as political and military — that make for peace, the pas- 
toral letter recalled traditional Catholic teaching regarding “world order” 
and tried to rethink it in light of the growing trend toward “interdepend- 
ence." This, I believe, is the point at which the American bishops' approach 
to the economics of peace begins to emerge. In what follows, I will outline 
this approach, tracing its theoretical development from “The Challenge of 
Peace" to the more recent pastoral letter, “Economic Justice for All: Cath- 
olic Social Teaching and the U.S. Economy" (1986). I will conclude by 
using various statements on the crisis in Central America issued in behalf 
of the bishops by the United States Catholic Conference (USCC), in order 
to illustrate the practical implications of this approach. 


* ck ok 


The strategy for peace advocated by the American Catholic bishops in 
their recent pastoral letters is nicely summarized by the bumper sticker: IF 
YOU WANT PEACE, WORK FOR JUSTICE. The force of this deceptively simple 
slogan would not be apparent if all we had to go on was “The Challenge 
of Peace." For although that letter does contain a section on "Shaping a 
Peaceful World" (par. 234-273), that section is easily overlooked as long 
as the focus of discussion remains fixed on questions of “just war" theory 
and its current applications. Only in the hindsight afforded by the bishops' 
more recent letter, "Economic Justice for AIL" does it become apparent 
that this section expresses the core of Catholic social teaching's vision of a 
political order alternative to the semblance of peace afforded by a pro- 
tracted nuclear stalemate. 

The roots of this vision, not surprisingly, are medieval. As “The Chal- 
lenge of Peace" suggests, though they antedate the Peace of Westphalia 
(1648), they have been carefully preserved and nurtured by Catholic social 
teaching, particularly in the encyclical letter of Pope John XXIII, Pacem 
in Terris (1963). Viewed in the perspective afforded by this tradition, the 
nation-state sovereignty system, which tends to restrict conventional think- 
ing about world order to the “balance of power" principle, is seen as merely 
“a step in the evolution of government" (par. 242). The next step beyond 
the nation-state sovereignty system would require the formation of a “‘prop- 
erly constituted political authority," a kind of world government, for which 
the United Nations organization might serve as a prototype. 

This proposal could easily be dismissed as a particularly devilish expres- 
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sion of that unique blend of romanticism and utopianism to which Roman 
Catholic social thought is all too often susceptible. The nation-state sov- 
ereignty system, among other things, is an expression of the political and 
military stalemate reached by the exhausted Catholic and Protestant powers 
after the Wars of Religion. The Catholic vision of world order, in short, is 
not entirely innocent of a romantic *Ultramontanism" that would foreclose 
the modern world's subsequent experiment in religious pluralism by recon- 
stituting a papally-oriented Christendom. But the vision could be regarded 
as equally utopian insofar as it reflects the aspiration to escape from a 
situation seemingly designed to self-destruct at regular intervals. 

It may be premature to dismiss the bishops' version of world order in 
this way, for such an interpretation flies in the face of their consistent 
attempt at Christian realism throughout the pastoral letter. Either the bish- 
ops’ vision is radically incoherent, or we have missed something important 
in interpreting the vision. At several points in the letter the bishops refer 
to “The New Moment” in which they are assessing Catholic social teaching 
(cf. par. 126-138). The impression is created that the new moment is de- 
fined by the popular awakening to the actual consequences of nuclear war- 
fare, instigated by, among others, the Physicians for Social Responsibility. 
But there are other ways to characterize the new moment scattered 
throughout the letter, the most important of which is the bishops' discussion 
of “interdependence.” This term refers to one of those “signs of the times" 
by which Catholic theologians have been orienting their work since Vatican 
II. A theological interpretation of current social trends may yield some 
insight into the pattern of God's ongoing activity in history, in which case 
what to others may appear simply as a “fact,” for Catholic social teaching 
becomes the basis for conscious "policy." Such is clearly the presupposition 
governing the pastoral letter’s discussion of “Interdependence: From Fact 
to Policy” (par. 259-273). 

What makes the American bishops’ vision of world order as Christianly 
realistic as any other part of the pastoral letter is their reading of the trend 
toward global interdependence. Toward the end of World War II, Reinhold 
Niebuhr, the unsurpassed advocate of Christian realism in America, dis- 
missed the possibility of “world government” because in his view the world 
was lacking the economic and cultural infrastructures necessary to give 
political form to that possibility. No less realistically than Niebuhr, the 
bishops describe a world in which these structures are emerging, though 
somewhat haphazardly. According to the pastoral letter, we’ve reached a 
point in addressing issues of global economic development where the prob- 
lems being generated cannot be resolved apart from the creation of some 
“properly constituted political authority with the capacity to shape our 
material interdependence in the direction of moral interdependence” (par. 
240). Specifically, “the need for social justice in terms of trade, aid and 
monetary issues . . . [should challenge the United States] ... to rethink the 
meaning of national interest in an interdependent world” (par. 263-264). 
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However troubling this prospect may be, it is clear that the bishops expect 
only incremental advances in that direction. They recall “the spirit of gen- 
erosity" that animated the Marshall Plan after World War II, and they call 
for U.S. leadership in effecting "significant reform and substantial change" 
in the United Nations organizations (par. 266-268). 


* k ok 


The Catholic agenda for world order is not developed further in “The 
Challenge of Peace"; however, the American bishops do return to it in 
their next pastoral letter, “Economic Justice for All: Catholic Social Teach- 
ing and the U.S. Economy.” Here, too, a superficial reading of the letter 
may dismiss the question of global interdependence as peripheral to the 
bishops’ central focus on poverty and unemployment in the United States. 
But such is not the case: Not only are they aware of the trade-offs between 
resolving these problems in the domestic economy and our international 
economic policies, but they also devote a special section — which reads like 
a microcosm of the letter as a whole—to this topic of interdependence: 
“The U.S. Economy and the Developing Nations: Complexity, Challenge, 
and Choices" (par. 251-294). 

Though there are other places in the pastoral letter on the economy that 
make explicit reference to “The Challenge of Peace" —for example, the 
discussion of unemployment notes the distorting and negative impact of 
the arms race on labor markets (par. 148) —this section takes up the ques- 
tion of world order once again, as part of the bishops' case for restructuring 
the international economic system. Though the pastoral letter is not specific 
about the political form this new international order might take, it does 
echo “The Challenge of Peace" in noting that “no political entity now exists 
with the responsibility and power to promote the global common good," 
and urges supportive reform of the United Nations (par. 261). “Economic 
Justice for All,” however, does advance the discussion by giving a more 
detailed analysis of the “trade, aid, and monetary issues" merely alluded 
to in the previous pastoral letter. 

What follows is a moral audit of sorts. The various elements of the 
emerging global infrastructure of economic interdependence, for example, 
the Bretton Woods institutions, the World Bank, the International Mone- 
tary Fund (IMF), the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 
as well as the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 
(UNCTAD), the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develop- 
ment (OECD), multinational business corporations, and U.S. foreign aid 
policies are each examined in light of the bishops’ overall moral agenda 
and the problems of global economic development. The moral principles 
that the bishops have clarified in relationship to the vicissitudes of the U.S. 
domestic economy, namely, the need to build a moral community based on 
“Christian love and human solidarity,” a community in which “basic justice” 
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means empowering people for full participation in the economy, in which 
"respect for human rights" is the hallmark of our public institutions, which 
finally recognizes “the special place of the poor," as priorities are set for 
social investment and the allocation of scarce resources (par. 258). These 
are used as a yardstick to measure the performance of institutions. 

Commendably, the bishops have resisted the temptation merely to de- 
nounce them. Though many of these institutions are not coping very well 
with the problems of an emerging global market system —for example, the 
bishops' remarks on the so-called Third World Debt Crisis are particularly 
critical of the policies of the Bretton Woods institutions — they are regarded 
in general as acting in good faith and therefore as capable of significant 
improvement. Unlike those self-styled prophets whose response to the dis- 
torted patterns of international development is to blame “The System," the 
bishops seem to be saying that the real problem is the lack of an effective 
as well as equitable system. Rather than offer a blueprint for an alternative, 
they exhort the American people through its political and economic insti- 
tutions to exercise responsible leadership: 


The United States represents the most powerful single factor in the 
international economic equation. But even as we speak of crisis, we 
see an opportunity for the United States to launch a worldwide cam- 
paign for justice and economic rights to match the still incomplete, 
but encouraging political democracy we have achieved in the United 
States with so much pain and sacrifice (par. 290). 


The path toward realizing the Catholic vision of world order, in short, 
means an extension of the pastoral letter’s “new American experiment" in 
democracy beyond the domestic political economy to the international 
arena as a whole. 


* ko 


Understanding the pastoral letter's new experiment in democracy, first 
of all, requires asking what the bishops think of the older experiment, that 
is, what their basic attitude is toward the experiment in self-government 
that issued forth from the American Revolution of 1776. Though that at- 
titude is overwhelmingly positive, I must emphasize that it is not to be 
taken for granted. The separation of church and state that lies at the heart 
of the U.S. Constitution is not a Roman Catholic idea. The separation of 
powers and the theory of representative government articulated in The 
Federalist Papers did not correspond to the norms of Catholic social teaching 
at the time they were devised. Though Americanist Catholics a century ago 
struggled impressively and perhaps precociously to convince the Vatican of 
the merits of the American experiment in democracy, their efforts provoked 
from Pope Leo XIII a condemnation of heresy. Only during and after 
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Vatican Council II (1962-65) did American Catholics manage to secure the 
church's recognition of the unique fruits of their participation in the Amer- 
ican experiment. I refer of course to Vatican II's epoch making Declaration 
on Religious Freedom (Dignitatis humanae), whose principal author was the 
American Jesuit Fr. John Courtney Murray. 

Seen in this context, the pastoral letter's appreciation for the genuine 
achievements of the original American experiment is itself revolutionary. 
“As Americans," the bishops insist, “we are grateful for the gift of freedom 
and committed to the dream of ‘liberty and justice for all.’ . .. We are proud 
of the strength, productivity and creativity of our economy, but we also 
remember those who have been left behind in our progress. We believe 
that we honor our history best by working for the day when all our sisters 
and brothers share adequately in the American dream" (par. 9). In spelling 
out the rationale for the new experiment in democracy, the pastoral letter 
makes explicit its parallel with the original American experiment: 


In order to create a new form of political democracy they were com- 
pelled to develop ways of thinking and political institutions that had 
never existed before. Their efforts were arduous and their goals im- 
perfectly realized, but they launched an experiment in the protection 
of civil and political rights that has prospered through the efforts of 
those who came after them. We believe the time has come for a similar 
experiment in securing economic rights: the creation of an order that 
guarantees the minimum conditions of human dignity in the economic 
sphere for every person (par. 95). 


In contrast to Marxian-inspired ideologies which tend to play off eco- 
nomic rights against civil and political rights, the American bishops clearly 
envision the new experiment as an expansion of self-governing institutions, 
not their usurpation by the state. What the bishops have in mind is a social 
experiment that necessarily begins in the private sector of the economy and 
involves governmental intervention only as the scale and complexity of ef- 
forts at cooperation warrant it (^A New American Experiment: Partnership 
for the Public Good," par. 295-325). The policy recommendations outlined 
at the various levels of economic organization — partnerships (1) within 
firms and industries, (2) at the local and regional level of community, (3) 
at the national, and (4) international levels — represent a strategy for pop- 
ular empowerment that cannot help but result in greater economic devel- 
opment, if the experiment is successful. What the bishops have discovered 
that many other observers have failed to grasp is that democratic institu- 
tions based on the principle of self-government are an important element 
in any strategy for sustaining economic development, not just politically but 
also and especially in the way in which business corporations, civic associ- 
ations, and even schools and churches are internally organized. If social 
justice thus requires massive experiments in democracy, then by implication 
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so does work for peace, as demonstrated in the grass-roots Nuclear Freeze 
movement. 

The bishops' argument for a firmer government role in the economy is 
premised on Catholic social teaching's “principle of subsidiarity,” which in 
application “calls for government to intervene in the economy when basic 
justice requires greater social coordination and regulation of economic ac- 
tors and institutions" (par. 232, cf. par. 314). Their analysis suggests that 
equitable strategies for international economic development cannot be im- 
plemented effectively unless the United States takes a leadership role in 
creating such a regulatory framework. As in the previous pastoral letter, 
they offer no blueprint but instead express the hope that an evolutionary 
process based on the achievements of currently existing bodies, such as the 
Bretton Woods institutions, would be the most fruitful area of experiment. 

The proposals offered in “Economic Justice for All” are based on a 
realistic assessment of the emerging global economy, measured in light of 
the bishops’ moral principles — particularly the preferential option for the 
poor. The need for "greater social coordination and regulation" is ex- 
pressed primarily in terms of what the lack of such an institutional system 
seems to be doing to the quality of life of the poor, considering their vul- 
nerability to the economic gyrations of unregulated markets. Their analysis 
of the debt crisis in the so-called Third World, for example, offers a realistic 
description of the economic causes of the crisis and the impact of IMF 
efforts to relieve it; but the bishops' perspective remains unabashedly 
moral: 


The crisis, however, goes beyond the system; it affects people. It af- 
flicts and oppresses large numbers of people who are already severely 
disadvantaged. That is a scandal: it is the poorest people who suffer 
most from the austerity measures required when a country seeks the 
IMF “seal of approval" which establishes its credit-worthiness for a 
commercial loan (or perhaps an external aid program). It is these 
same people who suffer most when commodity prices fall, when food 
cannot be imported or they cannot buy it, and when natural disasters 
occur. Our commitment to the preferential option for the poor does 
not permit us to remain silent in these circumstances (par. 274). 


Yet when the bishops recommend policies for alleviating this distress, 
they presuppose the cooperation of the IMF and other institutions in a 
long-term process of internal reform, stimulated by the economic leadership 
of the United States. Finally, they suggest that such a process “is not only 
morally right, but is in the economic interest of the United States" (par. 
277). They are referring, of course, to the destabilization of the interna- 
tional banking system that could occur because of mismanagement of the 
debt crisis. 

It may be easier to make this argument from national interest today, in 
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the wake of the October 1987 stock market collapse, than at the time the 
pastoral letter appeared. For beyond all the concern over the impact of 
computer technology on market trading, there is the intractable fact that 
Wall Street was merely reacting to the inability of the major economic 
powers to do anything more than pay lip service to the international finan- 
cial system's need for “social coordination and regulation." The reality of 
economic “interdependence,” even for middle-class Americans, ought to 
have become perfectly obvious as, in the days following that collapse, the 
stock market reacted to whatever the markets had done in the previous 
hours in London and Tokyo. The emerging vulnerability of the domestic 
economy of the United States to the patterns of “distorted development” 
that heretofore were characteristic of Third World dependency should now 
be apparent to the most casual of observers. Seen in this context, the re- 
quirements of national interest may indeed point in the direction that the 
American bishops advise. What might otherwise seem an unwarranted sub- 
version of national sovereignty may, under present and foreseeable circum- 
stances, be the only effective way to preserve and sustain the U.S. economy. 
What once may have been dismissed as utopianism may actually be the 
height of economic and political realism. 

My reading of the American bishops’ pastoral letters thus seeks to define 
the economic dimension of a strategy for waging peace, a strategy that at 
one and the same time will recognize, as the bishops clearly do, both the 
legitimate security interests of the United States and our moral responsi- 
bilities as a “Superpower” in a world of increasing “interdependence” — 
economic, as well as political and cultural. Informed by the traditions of 
Catholic social teaching, some of which antedate the advent of the nation- 
state sovereignty system, the bishops understand the problems in this eco- 
nomic dimension as symptomatic of the inevitable “defect” in world order 
implicit in that system. Their argument for establishing a significantly 
greater degree of political and institutional coordination at the interna- 
tional level is economic: the distorted patterns of global economic devel- 
opment cannot be overcome on any other basis. And those patterns, the 
bishops insist, represent a serious moral challenge, not just for Catholics 
but for all Americans. 


Let me conclude this discussion by turning now from the two pastoral letters 
to the U.S. bishops’ recent statements on Central America. My purpose in 
doing so is to test whether the bishops’ foreign policy recommendations in 
that area are consistent with their overall strategy for waging peace, as 
outlined in the letters. For purposes of this inquiry I have restricted my 
focus to the bishops’ statements over the past four years on Central Amer- 
ica in general and Nicaragua in particular, that are available in Origins: The 
NC Documentary Service. A “Joint Communique” from a meeting of U.S. 
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and Central American bishops, July 21-23, 1987, in San Jose, Costa Rica, 
provides a fitting summary of the NCCB’s basic perspective on that region. 

Over the years, various U.S. bishops, as well as representatives from the 
United States Catholic Conference (USCC), have testified before Congress 
in opposition to military aid to the Contras. This much is generally known. 
Usually not understood are their reasons for doing so, and what policies 
they might propose as an alternative. Their opposition to military aid is not 
based on sympathy with the Sandinista government; on the contrary, they 
have consistently protested its pattern of human rights violations and re- 
pressive policies toward the Catholic church in Nicaragua. The bishops are 
not ignorant about the Marxist-Leninist scenario apparently unfolding in 
that country. They object to military aid because their perspective remains 
firmly attached to the concerns of the poor who inevitably suffer most 
during a civil war, and because they doubt whether a military solution to 
the Nicaraguan conflict is possible without direct and massive U.S. military 
intervention. 

Alternatively, they recommend “diplomatic initiatives," ranging from the 
Contadora process to the Central American peace proposal developed by 
President Arias of Costa Rica. Within this context they typically insist upon 
what amounts to a demilitarization of Central America. Their purpose is 
emphatically not to disarm the Contras so that the Sandinistas will have 
the field to themselves. They recommend new experiments in multilateral 
assistance for economic development, some of them involving nongovern- 
mental organizations, like the churches, in creative efforts to make sure 
that foreign assistance actually reaches those most in need of it. Above all, 
they insist that Nicaragua's problems cannot be solved apart from a new 
national “dialogue” within the country itself, involving the local churches 
and the full range of political and other civic organizations. Presumably, 
they would acknowledge the right of representatives of the Contras to par- 
ticipate in any such dialogue. Finally, they urge the U.S. government to 
explore ways to use the possibilities of nonmilitary aid to modify the San- 
dinista government's human rights practices. In short, their approach em- 
phasizes the procedural: Though they apparently share with Contra 
sympathizers their opposition to Marxism-Leninism, they urge a package 
of nonviolent, nonmilitary strategies for transforming the situation in Nic- 
aragua. Their remarks on social conditions in the other Central American 
nations follow a similar pattern: a generalized advocacy of human rights, 
equitable economic development, and nonviolently democratic means for 
achieving them. 

The bishops' approach to waging peace in Central America thus is im- 
pressive for its consistency with their overall perspective on Catholic social 
teaching; for it is as if the answer to Central America's problems lies in 
having Central Americans conduct a “new experiment in democracy" of 
their own. Like the pastoral letters on the economy, this approach is to be 
commended for recognizing the realities of social conflict without losing 
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faith in the prospects for a peaceful, political solution to such conflict. Like 
the pastoral letters, this approach envisions a role for the local churches, 
a kind of moral leadership in facilitating the public “dialogue” that will not 
be without political and economic consequences. IF YOU WANT PEACE, 
WORK FOR JUSTICE, the bumper sticker reminds us. In their approach to 
peace in Central America, the bishops recognize that problems of basic 
social justice cannot be solved through military force, but only repressed 
and postponed. It is far more promising to transform the existing institu- 
tional context or create a new one, if necessary, to coordinate the energies 
of the region's people in the direction of equitable economic development. 
That is the lesson of the pastoral letters. 


Chapter 11 


Political Fundamentalism: 
Distinctions and Directions 


GABRIEL FACKRE 


The influence of the Religious Right on the 1980 elections, its success 
in subsequent single-issue campaigns, the high visibility of television evan- 
gelists, and the media attention to all these things pointed to a new phe- 
nomenon in contemporary culture. But was it not, finally, one more 
transient American fancy? The Bakker and Swaggart scandals, the “invis- 
ible army" of Robertson that never materialized, Falwell's announcement 
that he was "backing off of politics" — are these not indicators of the end 
of a short-lived era? 

To write the obituary of political fundamentalism now is a measure of 
the naiveté of any popular commentary. The invisible army that managed 
to propel a candidate into the presidential arena is still there, far more 
dispersed than was thought to be the case by the sages of “Nightline” and 
"Frontline." It lives still in the political arena. And it dwells as well in the 
church and as part of a wider evangelical constituency. Indeed, we cannot 
understand its political presence and future unless we grasp this latter 
ecclesial meaning. To that end we engage here in some necessary theolog- 
ical analysis. Such inquiry requires attention to basic definitions with special 
reference to key distinctions within and beyond the movement in question. 
With those in hand we will be in a position to discern potential directions. 


Evangelicalism 


The first set of confusions that must be addressed has to do with the 
words evangelical and evangelicalism and their relation to fundamentalism. 
"Evangelical," as a description of a theological point of view, came into 
usage in the sixteenth century to identify Protestants who believed that 
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"the evangel," the good news, centered in justification by grace through 
faith, as that was attested to by the authority of Scripture. This double 
affirmation was sometimes called the material (justification) and formal 
(Scripture) principles of the Reformation. 

Today evangelicalism refers to these same two accents as they have been 
radicalized and interiorized by the historic movements of pietism, Wesley- 
anism, Puritanism, the Great Awakenings, and modern revivalism. Evan- 
gelicals have an intense personal experience of justification (and thus are 
*born-again" Christians) and make rigorous use of Scripture, a piety that 
issues in evangelistic zeal and strong moral codes. 

While these characteristics locate modern evangelicals within the current 
theological spectrum, they do not get us very far into the subject at hand. 
The reason is there are at least six major divisions within contemporary 
evangelicalism. I would identify them as ‘fundamentalist’ (our topic at 
hand); “old evangelical” (Billy Graham and those who stress personal con- 
version and mass evangelism); “new evangelical” (a 1950s phenomenon 
associated in this country with the periodical Christianity Today, one which 
finds a place for apologetics and moderate social witness); “justice and 
peace evangelical” (with its representative journal, Sojourners, espousing a 
radical political agenda in the Anabaptist tradition); “charismatic evangel- 
ical” (practicing "speaking in tongues,” spiritual healing and exuberant 
worship); and the growing presence of the “ecumenical evangelical” (with 
strong ecumenical affinities and associations). “Political fundamentalism” 
is a subset of our first type. We turn to the investigation of it. 


Fundamentalism 


Political fundamentalism is both a version of evangelical faith and an 
expression of a more universal human phenomenon. In the latter respect, 
it shares with other religious and political movements a mind-set, as in 
Islamic fundamentalism, Roman Catholic fundamentalism, Jewish funda- 
mentalism, Marxist fundamentalism, etc. (The literature of the organization 
Fundamentalists Anonymous—made up largely of Protestant ex-funda- 
mentalists—is a storehouse of information on the mind-set.)? Associated 
therewith are the familiar words “absolutist,” “dogmatic,” and “polemical.” 
These attitudes, however, are grounded in a deeper set of the mind, a 
worldview. In it, reality is viewed as at war with itself. History, indeed the 
cosmos, is sharply divided between the legions of light and the armies of 
night (coming to metaphysical expression in the dualism of specific religious 
traditions such as Manichaeism and Zoroastrianism). Thus a decisive line 
is drawn between “us” and “them,” and the true believer guards it with 
the weaponry of inner conformity and outer assault. The “righteous em- 
pire" must by rigid discipline be kept unsullied, and the “evil empire" must 
be subjected to unremitting attack by means appropriate to dealing with 
satanic forces. Hence the campaigns mounted to purge its institutions (as 
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in the 1980s efforts of fundamentalists in the Southern Baptist Convention), 
or to separate itself from the infidel parent organizations (the “independent 
Baptist” movement with which Falwellian fundamentalism is associated). 
When this mind-set is combined with an apocalyptic reading of current 
history — an imminent End — all these features are intensified. 

Apocalypticism points toward an important theological aspect of fun- 
damentalism. But before attending to these key eschatological themes we 
must understand fundamentalist hermeneutics, the interpretation of the 
Bible that warrants the end-time scenario of much political fundamental- 
ism. 


Fundamentalist Hermeneutics 


Fundamentalist biblical interpretation is based on the principle of “iner- 
rancy." The errorlessness of the Scripture was one of five planks in the 
early twentieth-century fundamentalist movement as it attacked “modern- 
ism." Fundamentalism today, however, fixes upon scriptural interpretation 
as the key issue, with ultra-inerrancy as the test of orthodoxy. 

Inerrancy is the view that the original writings of Scripture — the ‘“‘auto- 
graphs" — are without error in all about which they speak, including science 
and history as well as faith and morals. Inerrancy, however, is not direct 
communication from the mind and mouth of God to amanuenses. This is 
the “dictation theory" that fundamentalists strenuously deny, one which 
applies to Islamic and Mormon hermeneutics, not Protestant inerrantists. 
In an inerrantist hermeneutic the words of the Bible are conceived to be 
those of human authors with their different environments and vocabulary 
pools, protected, however, from any error by the “plenary inspiration" of 
the Holy Spirit. 

Yet even inerrantists disagree among themselves, a fact to keep in mind 
when attempting to understand major denominational disputes as well as 
the political landscape (as for example, the moderate inerrantists who teach 
in Southern Baptist seminaries and the fundamentalist inerrantists who 
want to remove them). Fundamentalists are ultra-inerrantists or “trans- 
missive” inerrantists? The transmission from God to authors takes place 
with minimal human contribution, and from authors to us with no human 
distortion, by virtue of a "grace of preservation." The intellectual expres- 
sion of this view appears in the zeal to harmonize apparent conflicting 
historical narratives, and to treat biblical cosmology and nature marvels as 
scientific reportage. 

Fundamentalism is a version of transmissive hermeneutics which uses 
this as the criterion of orthodoxy, with special attention to the accounts of 
beginnings (Genesis) and endings (Revelation), thus the “creationist” ef- 
fort to rewrite public school textbooks, on the one hand, and the high profile 
of apocalyptic eschatology among many (not all) fundamentalists, on the 
other. 
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Apocalyptic Fundamentalism 


Distinctive as it is from other kinds of evangelicalism, fundamentalism 
itself is not an undivided empire. Intense struggles go on within its own 
ranks, indeed, exacerbated by the “us and them” mentality that tends to 
make even small deviance cause for major splits. Touching the immediate 
issues of politics and apocalyptic, for example, four camps can be discerned: 
political and apolitical, apocalyptic and non-apocalyptic fundamentalism. 
The phenomenon we are examining is largely a case of political apocalyptic 
fundamentalism. 

Apocalyptic fundamentalism refers to ultra-inerrantists who anticipate 
the imminent closure of human and cosmic history, discernible by secret 
knowledge of cataclysmic events either presently taking place or immedi- 
ately forthcoming.* The form apocalypticism often takes in political fun- 
damentalism is that of *pretribulational premillennialism" with its roots in 
the dispensationalist thought of John Darby and the Scofield Bible? As 
premillennialists, they believe that Christ will come from heaven with his 
church to establish a thousand-year reign of peace and plenty on the earth, 
a view to be contrasted with that of erring postmillennialists who hold that 
Christ will come after a thousand-year period of peace, missionary success 
and plenty. As pretribulationists, they hold that a “rapture” will take place 
in which Christ will “come for" his church (Christ descending halfway to 
earth to gather the living saints and the resurrected dead saints into the 
heavenly regions), thereby protecting believers from seven horrifying years 
of “tribulation” that will be then unleashed upon the earth before Christ 
comes to establish the millennium. This comforting thought of “pretrib 
premils" (as they are identified by the cognoscenti) contrasts with the dis- 
comforting thought of “posttrib premils" and “midtrib premils" who antic- 
ipate that the saints will have to endure all or some of the tribulation. 
Pretrib, posttrib, and midtrib premils watch carefully the signs of the times 
through the lens of the apocalyptic passages of Scripture (found especially 
in Daniel, Revelation, 2 Thessalonians, Matthew 24, and Mark 13), often 
interpreting the establishment of the state of Israel in 1948, the formation 
of ten nations into the European common market, and events in the Middle 
East as portentous of Things to Come. Posttribs and midtribs can identify 
tribulation figures of the anti-Christ, the “abomination of desolation,” and 
so on, in the present, a practice denied to pretribs for whom these events 
can take place only after the rapture. 

All premillennialists continue and conclude their apocalypse with a final 
uprising of Satan and his legions after the millennium, put down then by 
Christ who dispatches the enemy to a lake of fire and passes final judgment 
on the reprobate, sending them to eternal damnation and establishing a 
new heaven and a new earth where the saints dwell in glory. 
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Political Apocalyptic Fundamentalism 


Apocalyptic premillennialism has in earlier eras tended to be apolitical: 
the End is coming, "rescue the perishing," gather the church apart from a 
world on the way to destruction. The groups under examination are, there- 
fore, "neofundamentalists" in that they combine intense this-worldly polit- 
ical commitments with their apocalypticism. Neo-fundamentalists draw a 
straight line from the apocalyptic preview of coming attractions to specific 
programs, parties and candidates. The believers “prepare the way for the 
coming of the Lord" by service to causes that are commensurate with the 
standards of the arriving Kingdom. Loyalty to them pits the legions of the 
coming King against the satanic forces that now, as in the future, contest 
Christ's rule. The political cum evangelistic zeal and attendant organiza- 
tional energy that arises from this kind of “theology of hope” is something 
to behold, as in the Robertson “crusade” and the vigor of neo-fundamen- 
talist single-issue campaigns. 

It should be noted in passing that the neo-fundamentalists who comprise 
much of the current Religious Right are different from the religious expres- 
sions of the “radical right" in this country. In earlier decades of this century, 
and still today, there are fundamentalists with pronounced political agendas 
of a hypernationalist and in some cases of an avowedly racist sort. Thus 
Carl McIntire is a "soft radical" of super-patriotic bent. And groups that 
range from the Klan and neo-Nazis to the newer survivalist movements who 
link Christian symbols and fundamentalist hermeneutics to nativist and 
racist programs with violent overtones are “hard radicals."$ Neo-funda- 
mentalists are distinguished from the radical Christian right not only in 
their rejection of avowedly super-patriotic and racist views but also their 
mainstreaming political intentions. They do not attack “the establishment" 
from outside in ad hoc raids and political hyperbole as is the case with 
radical rightists, but seek to change what they also believe to be a Satan- 
captive terrain from within by accepted processes of political and social 
action. Using many of the tactics employed by other movements of social 
protest — electioneering, petitioning for redress of grievances, letter writing, 
rallying, demonstrating, boycotting, and in some cases civil disobedience — 
they seek to change laws, lawmakers, and the social, economic, and edu- 
cational institutions of society. 

By mapping the territory within a section of today’s “evangelical em- 
pire," I have tried to identify the features of one aggressive religio-political 
movement in our midst that will have significant impact on the future of 
this country, including its quest for peace. Understanding its politics requires 
this kind of theological investigation with all its distinctions, indeed tedious 
and fine distinctions. In sum, we are dealing with a neo-fundamentalism 
within evangelicalism, largely wedded to a pretribulational premillennialism 
with imminent apocalyptic expectations, drawing political conclusions and 
tapping political energies. With this understanding we are in a position to 
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anticipate more clearly the directions this movement may take. 

Before we turn to that, however, passing reference must be made to one 
version of political fundamentalism that is postmillennialist rather than 
premillennialist, one that has a growing following in the United States. This 
is the “reconstructionist” movement mentored by R. J. Rushdoony and 
given visibility in a recent Bill Moyers documentary. Reconstructionism is 
an intellectually complex ideology in the Reformed tradition that seeks to 
order society on the basis of very strict Old Testament legal as well as moral 
codes in the expectation that the biblicizing of society is promised as a 
millennial hope before the return of Christ." 


Directions 


Political fundamentalism is a volatile movement, active in a volatile so- 
ciety going through volatile times. All this makes prognostication about 
directions hazardous. For example, while writing in 1982 about the Reli- 
gious Right, I commented on its susceptibility to the seductions of power 
because of naiveté about its presumed righteousness. However, I was myself 
naive about the vulnerability of its leaders to more prurient temptations. 
Projections, while risky, are nevertheless possible, especially so when 
grounded in an understanding of the theological assumptions of the move- 
ment. 

The apocalyptic premillennialism of neo-fundamentalism will fuel its 
own political fires for the foreseeable future. The invisible army will con- 
tinue to march because (as Jürgen Moltmann has argued and history has 
demonstrated) ardent hope mobilizes for action. Certainly nontheological 
factors will play their part in its momentum, including the cultural and 
economic disenfranchisement felt by many of its participants. Indeed, the 
tumults and historical peril of our times are social facts that feed apoca- 
lypticism, for theological visions are inextricable from their socioeconomic 
habitat. There are enough analysts around to remind us of this earthy 
underside, but they regularly fall prey in their analyses to a reductionism 
that fails to assess the influence of belief systems in social change. This 
latter “sociologism,” in combination with uncritical assumptions about an 
omnipresent and irreversible secularization process, makes it difficult for 
most popular and much academic commentary on political fundamentalism 
to grasp its factuality and durability. Neo-fundamentalism is here in force, 
and is here to stay. 

Our mapping shows the diversity within a wider evangelicalism and in 
fundamentalism itself. That should tell us something about the ways it will 
influence the political process. Even secular commentators can see by now 
that evangelicalism is no bloc vote. The following Jesse Jackson has among 
black evangelicals who make up a large part of black church life should put 
to rest all early media stereotypes about the monolithic nature of “the 
evangelical vote." And the poor showing of Robertson forces, the funda- 


GABRIEL FACKRE T2 


mentalist leaders prominent in the Bush and Kemp campaigns, etc., should 
underscore the diversity in fundamentalist party politics. However, signs of 
fundamentalist political unity can be seen on single issues, both those which 
directly connect with its hermeneutics, such as public school textbooks and 
prayer in public schools, and those in which its agenda converges with the 
secular New Right on issues that run from personal morality to foreign 
policy. 

The continuing presence and influence of political fundamentalism could 
be weakened or slowed down by two factors, one obvious and the other 
less so. The first is public exposure of the moral flaws of some of its leaders. 
Fundamentalists are supposed to practice what they preach, especially so 
when the lines are so sharply drawn between the forces of good and the 
cadres of evil. This sense of betrayal has already taken its toll on the income 
and thus the institutions of prominent media figures, including those not 
exposed for hypocrisy (the cutback on the television programming of Fal- 
well and the unsuccessful effort of Robertson to distance himself from the 
scandals). Further, neo-fundamentalists are children of their times, whether 
they admit it or not, and thus are embarrassed by “bad PR,” a fact that 
could account for such things as the final decision of the Assemblies of 
God not to exempt Swaggart from its rules for rehabilitation after a period 
of equivocation, and also the apparent slowing in 1988 of the campaign of 
Southern Baptist fundamentalists to take over Southern Baptist educational 
institutions. 

The second factor that could significantly retard neo-fundamentalist po- 
litical momentum has to do with a two-fold theological contradiction. First, 
in spite of its professed loyalty to biblical authority, including its rigorously 
literalist hermeneutic, the radical understanding of the fall found in Scrip- 
ture is not espoused by neo-fundamentalism. Sin does not stubbornly persist 
in the life of the redeemed but has been evacuated to the exclusive region 
of Satan outside the precincts of the saints, creating the “us and them” 
mentality earlier discussed. Because the saints are so preserved in their 
saintliness and thus enjoined to carry on “holy wars” against the sinners, 
there is no place for a piety of self-criticism and no system of checks and 
balances or sober procedures of monitoring within its institutions that might 
anticipate the corruptibility to which all persons and institutions in a fallen 
world are susceptible. In the absence of both the spirituality (for example, 
no regular corporate confession of sin within its liturgies, and no modes of 
self-examination in personal piety and institutional self-scrutiny, as in fi- 
nancial accountability to its constituency or to the wider public), persons 
at the top of pyramidal organizations have fallen prey to the predictably 
attendant temptations. Indeed, “money, sex, and power,” three seductions 
to which neo-fundamentalists have succumbed, are directly related to this 
naiveté about the invulnerability of saints, aggravated further by the “us 
and them” apocalyptic of neo-fundamentalism. An older tradition that de- 
manded of its “saints” (the monks) the taking of vows of “poverty, chastity, 
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and obedience" knew about the corruptibility of the pious, even though its 
ascetic alternative is inadequate. Given the universality of sin manifest in 
the temptations that grow with the accumulation of power, including spir- 
itual power, both a sober piety and an institutional self-monitoring are 
necessary. Their absence in political fundamentalism could prove its un- 
doing. Time will tell. 

The second contradiction emerges when one asks the question: Can 
apocalyptic theology sustain over time its political rationale? If the End is 
coming soon, one in which believers will be raptured and a time of dev- 
astating tribulation expected, then why should they want to change political 
institutions? Apocalypse forecasts their imminent dissolution with the at- 
tendant removal to Heaven of believers. Why should a neo-fundamentalist 
want to build a university that will compete with Notre Dame (Falwell) or 
a Christian Broadcasting Network (Robertson) or Christian theme parks 
(Bakker) or publishing houses (Swaggart) or hospitals (Roberts) or run for 
president (Robertson)? It would seem that more hope and a longer future 
for human history are assumed by both the political and institutional pro- 
grams launched than is allowed for by premillennialist horizons. This seem- 
ing theological incoherence has been noticed by the sociologist Jeffrey 
Hadden, who wonders if a postmillennialist turn is in the offing for the 
televangelists.? Indeed, the growth of the postmillennialist reconstructionist 
movement may be a straw in the wind. Then one must ask if the abandon- 
ment of apocalyptic that goes with such a move would, in turn, affect the 
degree of political energy generated by it. This second theological caveat 
may argue for a potential change in the political trajectory of the phenom- 
enon. 

While we cannot know the ultimate direction of political fundamental- 
ism, any more than we can penetrate the eschatological future God has in 
store for us (seen as it is “through a glass darkly,” and not through the 
transparencies of apocalyptic), we can make an educated guess about its 
penultimate future. Barring the pitfalls identified, this army will continue 
to be about its holy wars. And you and I will have to ask ourselves whether 
we have clarity about our own eschatological vision and an equivalent po- 
litical will to pursue it. 
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Chapter 12 


War, Poverty, and Patriotism: 
The Theological and Moral Quandary 
of Black Americans 


RIGGINS R. EARL, JR. 


And you will hear of wars and rumors of wars; see that you are not 
alarmed; for this must take place, but the end is not yet. For nation will 
rise against nation, and kingdom against kingdom, and there will be fa- 
mines and earthquakes in various places: all this is but the beginning of 
the birth pangs (Matthew 24:6-8). 


The Bible has often been used by the poor of America to undergird their 
uncritical tolerance toward the notion of the inevitability of war. Many have 
believed that war is ordained of God. America’s economic elites have 
known full well that there is a direct correlation between small-scale wars 
in distant lands and the nation’s economic well-being; they are necessary 
for the growth of the military industrial complex. The ruling class under- 
stands that small-scale wars are initiated and controlled by the collective 
wills of superpowers. This difference in perception can, in part, be attrib- 
uted to the way the two different groups view the Bible. The poor try to 
make sense out of the modern world by seeing it uncritically through the 
lenses of scripture; the ruling class is more inclined to use the critical 
literary tools of modernity to critique the world that produced the scriptural 
texts. 

The passage of Scripture cited above portrays Jesus’ disciples privately 
asking from him about the sign of his coming and the close of the ages. 
This account of Matthew credits Jesus with responding with two doctrinal 
positions about the phenomenal signs that will occur in both the natural 


126 


RIGGINS R. EARL, JR. 127 


order and the social order. Both orders must experience inevitable birth 
pangs before the dawn of the eschatological age. The famine-earthquake 
warning characterizes one doctrinal position; the wars-and-rumors-of-wars 
warning characterizes the other. 

The poor are subject to seeing these teachings as being consistent with 
the notions of God and war that are evidenced in such Old Testament 
passages as Isaiah 13:17 and Genesis 25:22, 23. War and poverty might very 
well be perceived by them as the fulfillment of biblical prophecies. Theo- 
logically, they presuppose that God uses famines and earthquakes to hum- 
ble those who ignore the need to confess total dependency on God; God 
uses war and violence to humble and punish haughty rulers of the kingdoms 
of this world. Those who read the text solely in this way will miss the 
connective links between peace, poverty, and war. They will not see that 
the ruling class needs small-scale wars in order to maintain poverty and 
manipulate peace. The makers and shakers of world powers, in the name 
of creating peace, initiate wars for the purpose of controlling and exploiting 
the natural resources of the world. They have at their disposal chemical 
defoliants, incendiary bombs, napalm, and even biological weapons for 
doing so.! 

Black Americans have been among the primary victims of uncritical the- 
ological and moral presuppositions about the peace-poverty-war riddle in 
the modern world. Morally, they have subscribed to the unproven notion 
that unhyphenated loyalty to the nation's war causes would convince white 
Americans that black Americans are of equal human worth. Consequently, 
national and international theaters of battle have always been potential 
proving grounds for black males. They have enthusiastically volunteered 
for every war believing that they could earn the right to be respected as 
American citizens. Black Americans have been so seduced by this notion 
that many prominent civil rights leaders (e.g., Roy Wilkens and Whitney 
Young) could not comprehend Martin Luther King's prophetic critique of 
the Vietnam War. These leaders, perhaps unconsciously, presupposed that 
black Americans’ human worth is tied to America's hierarchical scale of 
values. King, on the contrary, presupposed a value system, grounded in a 
radical vision of Christian humanism that critiqued America's system of 
values predicated on materialism, racism, and militarism. 

It is my thesis that black Americans have failed to examine critically 
their theological and moral presuppositions about war and their involve- 
ment in it. I will illustrate my claim by descriptively examining the attitudes 
of blacks toward four major wars: (1) the Civil War, (2) World War I, 
(3) World War II, and (4) the Vietnam War. In each war blacks fought 
primarily to prove their humanity to their own nation. They fought for a 
moral victory. But no feats of military heroism have enabled them to answer 
this question: Why does our nation deny us the dignity of personhood which 
we have proven on the field of battle that we deserve? Theologically, black 
Americans have gone into each battle with the presupposition that God 
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was on the side of their government; however, the government has failed 
to respond to them in a moral way for their sacrificial loyalty. I will show 
that blacks fought in the Civil War first to win their right to be free men 
and second to save the Union; in World War I they fought to save the 
world for democracy so they could be its recipients; in World War II they 
fought to globalize the world of democracy so they would have a place to 
be heard and recognized; and in the Vietnam War they fought to overcome 
the economic deprivation of American ghettos. 

The conclusion of the essay will show that black Americans need to 
reassess their theological and moral presuppositions in the light of their 
nation's philosophy of militarism. It will make the case that blacks need to 
redefine critically their vision of patriotism. This can be done by seeing 
how Martin Luther King, Jr., critically assessed the correlations between 
peace, poverty, and war in a militaristic society. 


1. The Civil War: From Slaves to Liberators 


Slaves saw the Civil War as God's war to set them free; they had seen 
in the Union Army “the coming of the glory of the Lord... trampling out 
the vintage where the grapes of wrath are stored." They heard God call 
them by the trumpet to leave the plantations and join God's mighty march- 
ing army. Many did this only to learn that they were merely pawns in the 
struggle. Others saw the opportunity to join the armies of the North or the 
South as an opportunity publicly to affirm their loyalty. An anonymous New 
Orleans black accurately summarized the ethical dilemma black soldiers 
faced, whether they joined the men in blue or gray: 


It is retten that a man can not Serve two master. But it seems that 
the Collored population two a rebel master and a union master the 
both want our Servicss one wants us to make Cotton and Sugar And 
the Sell it and keep the money the union master wants us to fight the 
battles under white officers and the injoy both money and the union 
black Soldiers And white officers will not play togeathe much longer.” 


The fact is that black soldiers fought a different war, although they wore 
the same uniform as white soldiers, observed the same system of military 
justice, and confronted the same enemy. Why? Because they struggled to 
end inequality as well as to save the Union. Blacks knew that a union 
without freedom for all would not be genuinely free; they made clear that 
freedom was the paramount principle for which they fought. One black 
writer of the period voiced the sentiments of millions of slaves when he 
wrote: 


Let the white fight for what the want and we negroes fight for what 
we want there are three things to fight for and two races of people 
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divided into three Classes one want negro Slaves the other the union 
the other Liberty. So liberty must take the day nothing Shorter? 


Slaves were undoubtedly convinced that God was the champion of lib- 
erty, the author and sustainer of those desiring freedom. Subsequently, they 
saw volunteering their services in the Civil War as being the equivalent of 
serving in the army of the Lord. Their belief was sustained by 200,000 
enlisting in the Union Army and 30,000 in the Union Navy during the Civil 
War. Another quarter of a million black men and women labored for that 
Army and Navy as teamsters, nurses, cooks, river pilots, fortification-build- 
ers, and pioneers, while many more served as guides, spies, and scouts. 
Through this direct participation black people contributed, directly and 
decisively, toward the maintenance of the American Republic and won their 
liberation from chattel slavery. Blacks en masse believed God was working 
through President Lincoln and the Union Army for their liberation. Such 
sentiment is graphically portrayed in the description of a black soldier who 
fought with the 29th Regiment of the Connecticut Colored Troops. This 
anonymous freedom fighter documented via letter his observations of 
blacks' response to Lincoln's visit to Richmond following the fall of the 
Confederate capital: 


All could see the President, he was so tall. One woman standing in a 
doorway as he passed along shouted, “Thank you, dear Jesus, for this 
sight of the great conqueror. Another one standing by her side 
clasped her hands and shouted, ‘Bless the Lamb — Bless the Lamb.’ 
Another one threw her bonnet in the air, screaming with all her might, 
"Thank you, Master Lincoln.” 


The soldier-observer interpreted these unrestrained words of praise he 
heard from the women as being directed to God for using Lincoln as an 
instrument in the cause of their liberation: “They were earnest and heartfelt 
expressions to Almighty God, and thousands of Colored men in Richmond 
would have laid down their lives for President Lincoln.’ 

Such theological presuppositions about the Civil War were not restricted 
to untutored slaves. Literate blacks such as David Walker strongly believed 
God would rectify the injustice of slavery with violence. He had prophesied 
more than a generation earlier that God, because of God’s just nature, 
would cause the violence endemic to institutional slavery to divide and 
destroy the household of the nation. W.E.B. DuBois later summarized the 
collective disposition of the victimized toward God during the period when 
he wrote approximately two generations after the war: 


But to most of the four million black folk emancipated by the Civil 
War, God was real. They knew Him. They had met Him personally 
in many a wild orgy of religious frenzy, or in the black stillness of the 
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night. His plan for them was clear; they were to suffer and be de- 
graded, and afterwards by Divine edict raised to manhood and power; 
and so on January 1, 1863, He made them free.5 


DuBois perceived that God, out of the carnage of the war, had exalted 
an insignificant people to a position of triumph. Like deutero-Isaiah, he 
used the poetic idiom to describe the glorious exaltation of a once down- 
trodden people: 


To these black folk it was the Apocalypse. The magnificent trumpet 
tones of Hebrew Scriptures, transmuted and oddly changed, became 
a strange new gospel. All that was Beauty, all that was Love, all that 
was Truth, stood on the top of these mad mornings and sang with the 
stars. The great human sob shrieked in the wind and tossed its tears 
upon the sea — free, free, free.’ 


These reflective insights about the Civil War show the complex under- 
standing blacks had regarding both God's and their own involvement in the 
theater of violence. On the one hand they understood that God was fighting 
the war for them; on the other hand they were fighting the war in part- 
nership with God. It was their courage to be co-partners with God which 
enabled them to conclude that it was a rite of passage to full rights as 
American citizens. Sacrificial involvement in this war gave black Americans 
an official place in the Americanization process. It provided the opportunity 
for them voluntarily to become full members of the violent nature of Amer- 
ica's national character. It was the official ritual for primordially binding 
black warriors and their descendants to the land of the free and the home 
of the brave; it gave them a deeper ontological sense of belonging to Amer- 
ica. It created within them a notion of kinship to America as their place 
that was stronger than death itself. 


2. World War I: Saviors of the World for Democracy 


Black soldiers fought valiantly in World War I under the slogan, “saving 
the world for democracy," although for them there was precious little de- 
mocracy to be experienced in either the civilian or military sector. America's 
German opponents quickly exploited the racist treatment of black soldiers 
during the war period. A classical example of this can be seen in an incident 
where German soldiers, in the fray of battle, circulated circulars among 
black soldiers that asked: 


What is Democracy? Personal freedom, all citizens enjoying the same 
rights socially and before the law. Do you enjoy the same rights as 
the white people do in America, the land of Freedom and Democracy, 
or are you not treated over there as second-class citizens? Can you 
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get a seat in a theater where white people sit? . . . Is lynching and the 
most horrible crimes connected therewith a lawful proceeding in a 
democratic country? ... 

Why, then, fight the Germans only for the benefit of the Wall Street 
Robbers and to protect the millions they have loaned to the British, 
French and Italians?® 


Such frank inquiries by the Germans forced black soldiers, even while 
fighting, to face consciously the contradiction in their efforts to save the 
world for a democracy that their nation denied them. They were forced to 
examine the correlation between war and the economic deprivation of 
which they and their people were the victims back in America; they were 
introduced to a new way of explaining the phenomenon of poverty in the 
world. The modern paradox, however, is that the radical questions of the 
Germans to the black soldiers in the trenches did not undermine their 
commitment to “save the world for democracy.” To the contrary, blacks 
clamored to serve in the military. More than 2,500,000 registered for the 
draft and about 31 percent were accepted for service, compared with 26 
percent of the registered whites. More than 140,000 black soldiers were 
sent to France, but the vast majority were confined to menial duties and 
only 40,000 got to fight. For the most part, the combat soldiers were in 
units assigned to the French command. 

A minority of black leaders did protest blacks’ fighting abroad for ideals 
they did not enjoy at home. Some were even persecuted and jailed by the 
American government as being suspected friends of the Kaiser (e.g., A. 
Phillip Randolph and Chandler Owens). White newspapers deemed any 
anti-war comments by black protest leaders unfit to print. Government 
opposition, however, could not undo what blacks knew experientially about 
the nation. This was best articulated by the president of the Liberty League 
of Negro Americans: 


They are saying a great deal about democracy in Washington now, 
but while they are talking about fighting for freedom and the Stars 
and Stripes, here at home the whites apply the torch to the black 
man's home, and bullets, clubs and stones to their bodies.? 


Even in the face of such outrages the black apostles of American patri- 
otism won the ear of the black masses. They championed the notion that 
it was incumbent upon the black Americans to see Kaiserism, portrayed as 
inimical to all forms of democratic government in the world, as the threat- 
ening issue of the day. Even the social prophet, W.E.B. DuBois, summoned 
hyphenated Americans to “close ranks" and defend the national space first; 
they could defend their ethnic interest following victory. DuBois said: “I 
believe that this is our war and not President Wilson's war, and that no 
matter how many blunders the administration makes, or how many obsta- 
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cles it puts in our way, we must work the harder to win the war." He 
reasoned that blacks, even if denied a chance to fight, would benefit from 
the labor shortage caused by the war: 


Will we be ousted when the white soldiers come back? 

They won't come back. 

So there you are, gentlemen, and take your choice — we'll fight or 
work. 

We'll fight and work.?° 


DuBois reasoned that the war, whether blacks fought abroad or worked 
at home, would give them a chance to develop those sophisticated skills 
they needed for defending themselves and competing in the modern world. 


If we fight we'll learn the fighting game and cease to be so 'aisely 
lynched.’ 

If we don’t fight we’ll learn the more lucrative trades and cease to 
be so easily robbed and exploited. 

Take your choice, gentlemen. ‘We should worry."!! 


Blacks followed the behest of DuBois and chose to serve enthusiastically 
on every front where the country would allow them. They served so willingly 
until some racist whites exploited their good intentions: “The Negro likes 
to go to church because God gives him equality. He likes to be in the army 
because there he approaches nearest to that equality with the whites which 
he enjoys in theory but never knows in practice. And in the army he wears 
good clothes, eats three meals daily, sleeps in a bed at night, and at the 
end of the month, has a little money in his pocket."? 

The high note of patriotism was sounded throughout the black com- 
munity by black leaders of every walk of life. A majority of the black editors 
rallied to the nation's call and wrote in a martial spirit; the black clergy 
put on the whole armor of patriotism and awakened the Negro laity to a 
sense of its duty, opportunity, and responsibility; black educators in all 
sections taught loyalty as a cardinal virtue and representative black public 
speakers sought diligently to maintain a healthy morale among the rank 
and file of black Americans.? Dr. Emmett Scott, private secretary to the 
late Booker T. Washington, was appointed special assistant to the Secretary 
of War to “look after" the darker tenth of the population. Scott, from 
behind his Washington desk, cautioned that the saving of America for 
democracy took priority over saving democracy for black Americans: “This 
is not the time to discuss our race problems. Our first duty is to fight, and 
to continue to fight until the war is won. Then we can adjust the problems 
that remain in the life of the Colored man.” 

Instead of crowning the heads of her black soldiers for their unhyphen- 
ated loyalty in the war, the nation unleashed a campaign of violence against 
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them. This could not abort, however, the fact that the experience of war 
itself had created a new black American who had lost his innocence and 
his illusions about the promises of the American government. This new 
black child of war substituted for faith in the white man faith in himself 
only; war had taught him self-reliance and peace taught him that self- 
reliance was all that could be believed in. The rest was pie in the sky. 
President Wilson complimented a group of blacks on the remarkable loyalty 
and patriotism of black Americans, despite the unjust and illegal treatment 
they had suffered in the past. Out of the war, he said, would come all the 
rights of citizenship. He warned, however, against impatience, saying that 
"great principles of righteousness are won by hard fighting and they are 
attained by slow degrees." The President quickly discovered that he was 
speaking to a new group of black warriors. Their new consciousness was 
typified by a member of the group who responded: “I fear, Mr. President, 
before the Negroes of this country again will submit to many of the injus- 
tices which we have suffered in this country, the white man will have to kill 
more of them than the combined number of soldiers that were slain in the 
great war." 

At the peak of the domestic violence against black Americans, DuBois 
in August 1919 put the same declaration of a war for equal rights in his 
ringing prose, a trumpet call welcome to the ears of the former black sol- 
diers: 


Behold the day, O fellow black Men! They cheat us and mock us; 
they kill us and slay us; they deride our misery. When we plead for 
the naked protection of the law, there where a million of our fellows 
dwell, they tell us to ‘Go to Hell!’ 

"To Your Tents, O Israel" And Fight, Fight, Fight for Freedom.’ 


3. World War II: Internationalizing Black Manhood 


Approximately two decades later, America would ask her ebony sons for 
a demonstrated encore of valor in a second World War. More than 
1,500,000 entered the armed forces during World War II. They volunteered 
as enthusiastically as had their predecessors in World War I. Again it was 
to prove their worth in the eyes of America and the world. This war, more 
than the preceding one, would allow them to exhibit their valor before the 
makers and shapers of world opinion. Three score and ten years after the 
Civil War, black Americans still had not convinced white Americans that 
they deserved to be recognized as full citizens. Black Americans were 
clearly the victims of America's institutionalized racist policies. W.E.B. 
DuBois, reflecting on the Civil War during the mid-thirties, characterized 
the totally racist nature of the nation's policy: 


Everything black was hideous. Everything Negroes did was wrong. If 
they fought for freedom, they were beasts; if they did not fight, they 
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were born slaves. If they cowered on the plantations, they loved slav- 
ery; if they ran away, they were lazy loafers. If they sang, they were 
silly; if they scowled they were impudent. 

The bites and blows of a nation fell on them. All hatred that the 
whites after the Civil War had for each other gradually concentrated 
itself on them. They caused the war—they, its victims. They were 
guilty of all the thefts of those who stole. They were the cause of the 
wasted property and small crops. They had impoverished the South 
and plunged the North in endless debt. And they were funny, funny 
ridiculous baboons, aping man." 


In America, blacks were guilty just by virtue of being who they were. This 
might explain also why they welcomed enthusiastically the opportunity to 
be and do in a war context on another continent. 

World War II, as did the war before, impacted the socioeconomic fabric 
of American society. Increased demands for factory workers, caused by 
male employees who volunteered for the armed service, called blacks from 
the rural South to the industrialized areas of the North; increased need for 
combat soldiers called black young men from the farms to the battlefield 
trenches in Europe and the Pacific. Blacks supplied the demands on all 
fronts — at home and abroad. 

At the close of World War II, blacks would see themselves as members 
of a nation that quickly was recognized as the leading international power 
and shaper of world opinions. The world influence of America, needless to 
say, internationalized in a qualitatively new way the situation of American 
blacks. Out of the war would emerge the United Nations, and that 
international organization would provide a forum from which American 
racism could be indicted. The experience of fascism had convincingly dem- 
onstrated that there was not an absolute line between a nation's foreign 
policy and its own domestic society, and many would believe there was 
something profoundly wrong with a leader of world democracy that toler- 
ated brutal treatment of minority people. Blacks were not naive. Though 
they were asked to support the war against Hitler, people in the South lived 
under a racist system more appropriate to a Fascist state than to a democ- 
racy. Even black servicemen were not safe in many southern communities: 


They encountered resentment and reprisals from white citizens, of- 
ficials and soldiers. It was common for a black soldier to experience 
verbal abuse and physical abuse, which sometimes resulted in death. 
Afro-American servicemen had undergone similar treatment in the 
Great War, but twenty-five years later the race was less tolerant and 
the times less receptive to such injustices.!? 


Such abuse only encouraged the new spirit of internationalism among 
blacks which the war had awakened. They were forced to break out of the 
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mind-set of caste and to identify with the darker races of the world. The 
sociologist Horace Cayton observed in 1943 that “blacks no longer confined 
their demands to their own rights but championed the democratic rights 
for all people throughout the world."!? Blacks had shifted from a position 
of some indifference to the war effort to one of demand for participation 
in every aspect of the war so as to be in a position to help shape the peace. 
They moved from a posture of seeking concessions to one of demands for 
full equality. A black woman in Cincinnati expressed her hope not only 
that the United States would win the war, but that “colored people get a 
fair chance to make a living and equal rights as the white man." She favored 
equal rights legislation, not only for Cincinnati *but all over the U.S. — even 
down to the deep south where they're treated like dogs.'?? 

Interestingly, black Americans accepted the same theological and moral 
presuppositions about war as did their white counterparts: God was on the 
side of right, and America and her allies were right. This explains, un- 
doubtedly, why many black American leaders, even clergy, had serious dif- 
ficulty with King's opposition to the Vietnam War. It would be safe to say 
that the oppressed of America came to see war at best as an immoral means 
to a moral end. 


4. The Vietnam War: A Loss of Innocence and Cause 


The nation called another generation of black warriors; and they an- 
swered the clarion call. Poor black American males went to Southeast Asia, 
as did many poor whites, totally ignorant of what they were going there to 
defend. Class was a clear factor operative in selecting those who would go 
to Vietnam because of the draft deferment policy which favored the middle 
class. It allowed students who maintained a certain grade-point average 
special draft-exempt status. Those of a middle-class background undoubt- 
edly were in a better position to meet this academic challenge. In addition 
to this, the poor often had to choose the military because they lacked 
economic resources needed to get into college or stay there. A new gen- 
eration of primarily ghetto dwellers were sent to defend Southeast Asians 
against the invasion of communism. These young men came primarily from 
that segment of the society, as did their poor white counterparts, where 
they were taught that obedience is better than resistance when it comes to 
Uncle Sam. The following reflection from a young black soldier from Bal- 
timore probably typified the uncritical mind-set of lower-class whites and 
blacks: “I didn't ask no questions about the war. I thought communism was 
spreading, and as an American citizen, it was my part to do as much as I 
could to defeat the Communist from coming here. Whatever America states 
is correct was the tradition that I was brought up in.’ In addition, the 
veteran remembers seeing the military as being his corporate saviour from 
the economic deprivation of the ghetto: “And I, through the only way I 
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could possibly make it out of the ghetto, was to be the best soldier I possibly 
could be."? 

As had been the case in the three other wars, the battlefield was still a 
place where black Americans believed they could prove that they were as 
deserving as whites of full citizenship rights. Since it was not possible to 
prove this working the fields or bumming around the streets of Chicago or 
New York, relatives encouraged their sons, who were turning eighteen years 
old, to join the armed forces. One youngster remembered it as an oppor- 
tunity to show his “devoted duty, to God, state and country." Black soldiers 
in Vietnam, as well as the preceding wars, had to prove that they merited 
an opportunity to fight even against the nation's common enemy. It has 
been the lesson that black mothers and fathers have handed down to their 
children. Another veteran of Vietnam remembered being told by his 
mother: You're not white so you are not as good as they are, but you got 
to work hard to strive to be as good as they are."? His mother's instructions 
became an incentive for him to strive for excellence as a soldier. 

Black veterans returned from Vietnam acutely aware of being unsaved, 
lost warriors. They had fought the nation's war but the nation ignored their 
plight. The following statement of a veteran reflects the tragic consequences 
of many poor victims: 


But they turn their backs on a lot of us Vietnam vet'rans. They say 
the only way to success is through education. I wanna go back to 
school and get my B.A., but I can't afford to. I gotta get out there 
and get a job. Ain't no jobs out there. So what I'm gon' do now? Only 
thing else I know how to do is pick up a gun. 


The unsaved black veterans, as had the black warriors of both World 
Wars, saw the nation promote the welfare of the former enemies over 
themselves. The following account is a painful reminder of this fact. It is 
told by a Vietnam veteran from Baltimore: 


One day I'm down on Oliver and Milton Avenue. Go into this grocery 
store. In my neighborhood. This Vietn'ese owns the store. He says, ‘I 
know you?’ I say, “You know me from where?’ ‘You Vietnam?’ *Yeah, 
I was in Vietnam.’ ‘When you Vietnam?’ "68, ‘69.’ ‘Yeah, me know 
you An Khe. You be An Khe?’ ‘Yeah, I was in An Khe.’ ‘Yeah, me 
know you. You Montagnard Man.’ Ain’t that some shit? I’m buying 
groceries from him. I ain’t been in that store since. I’m still pissed 
off. He’s got a business, good home, drivin’ cars. And I’m still strug- 
glin’. I’m not angry ’cause he Vietn'ese. I don’t have nothing against 
the Vietn’ese. Nothing’, not a damn thing. I am angry with America. 
When the Vietn’ese first came here, they were talkin’ "bout the new 
niggers. But they don’t treat them like niggers. They treat them like 
people. If they had gave me some money to start my life over again, 
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I'd been in a hell of a better situation than I am right now. We went 
to war to serve the country in what we thought was its best interest. 
Then America puts them above us. It's a crime. It's a crime against 
usa 


5. In Quest of a New Patriotism 


The descriptive analysis of black Americans’ participation in each major 
war clearly shows that their patriotism has been taken for granted. This 
has been possible because they have understood their participation in war 
as opportunity for upward mobility in the society. Militarism has been seen 
as a means of alleviating the suffering caused by racism and the denial of 
opportunity. Poor black males enter into war with the false premise that 
they can earn, through sacred sacrifice in combat, what others receive by 
virtue of having been born in the nation. This points to a social cleavage 
between those who believe they must achieve their rights to be Americans 
and those who understand themselves to be the recipients of ascribed rights 
of American citizenry. This cleavage of consciousness requires that the 
oppressed and oppressors serve the country out of different theological and 
ethical motivations. The oppressed believe that they, by fighting, can win 
their selfhood as well as the favor of their God and country; the oppressors, 
by fighting, believe they are expressing their gratitude to their God and 
country for being who they are. The former dream of becoming what they 
have never been allowed to be; the latter defend the right to remain what 
they think nobody different from themselves has the right to be. What is 
involved here is the issue of servile duty versus that of false gratitude. Those 
who are doomed to prove their right to be will ever be victims of servile 
duty. On the contrary, those who think that because of their ethnicity they 
are the only ones who have inherited the right to be American are victims 
of a demoniac kind of gratitude. Oppressors who subscribe to such a notion 
cheapen the idea of the grace of national citizenship. The oppressed who 
subscribe to the notion of servile duty to the nation’s military case make 
themselves impossible candidates for the grace of national citizenship. 

Modern war demands that the oppressed redefine their understanding 
of patriotism. They must see that an uncritical understanding of the wars- 
and-rumors-of-wars prophecy is woefully inadequate for dealing with a su- 
perpower that understands war as a game of controlled violence between 
national superpowers. The oppressed must see that they are used in those 
violent encounters merely as the means to an unrighteous end. The op- 
pressed can only arrive at a new posture of patriotism by critically assessing 
the correlation between militarism, materialism, and racism. Martin L. 
King, Jr., did so in a way that was consistent with our biblical heritage. Any 
quest of a new patriotism on the part of the oppressed will require that 
they critique our presuppositions regarding the relationship between our 
duty to God and nation. King summons us to catch a vision of God that 
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would demand that we include even our national enemies. To those blacks 
who criticized him for confusing the issue of civil rights with foreign policy, 
King asked: 


Did they not realize that the good news was meant for all men? Did 
they not forget that His ministry was in obedience to the One who 
loved His enemies so fully that He died for them? What can I say to 
the Vietcong or to Castro or to Mao as a faithful minister of this One? 
Can I threaten them with death or must I share with them my life??6 


Such a vision of God will give the oppressed a new perspective of the 
theological and moral quandary produced by the relation between war, 
poverty and peace. 


A Critique: An Unresolved Quandary 


While their enthusiastic participation in wars has not made them fully 
American in the sight of the majority of white Americans, it has created a 
consciousness of Americanism among black Americans that is irreversible. 
The irreversibility must be seen in the fact that war sacrifices are given 
religious status by the majority of Americans. Black Americans, perhaps, 
have been too quick to buy into America's theological and moral presup- 
positions about the nation's engagements in war. Their leadership has been 
slow to affirm the correlation between peace, poverty, and war. King spoke 
of a demonic correlation between militarism, racism, and classism. He crit- 
ically recognized that the superpowers used militarism for the express pur- 
pose of exploiting the underclass, primarily comprised of the darker 
population of the world. War, King observed, was antithetical to the morals 
of the civilized world. Prominent civil rights leaders have been reluctant to 
declare a connective link between race, class, and militarism for fear that 
they would sabotage the chances for making racial progress at home. Black 
educators have neglected to make black Americans' participation in the 
nation's wars a unit of critical inquiry in the college curriculums. And no 
major studies have been done by black theologians of the theological and 
ethical issues war poses. 
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Chapter 13 


The Indian Question 


and Liberation Theology 


GONZALO CASTILLO-CARDENAS 


Since the nature of “the Indian question" is not self-evident to everyone 
let me try to clarify my own understanding of the problem with the help of 
two anecdotes that are indelibly stamped in my memory. The first one has 
to do with a massacre of Indians that took place in Colombia in 1968. Some 
vaqueros (cowboys) of the ranch known as “La Rubiera," working for an 
absentee landowner of the Eastern Plains, committed a calculated murder 
of sixteen Indians of the Cuiva tribe, including men, women, and children. 
The careful preparation of the action and the means employed added to 
the heinous nature of the crime. The vaqueros of the area have traditionally 
considered the Indians a threat because of their habit of coming back to 
the hacienda lands and helping themselves to what they need including 
sometimes heads of cattle. The vaqueros could not understand the fact that 
the open lands their employer considered his own were in fact part of the 
ancestral hunting grounds of the Cuiva tribe, whose members have the 
traditional practice of rotating the use of the soil by seasonal migrations 
and returns.! 

Thus, the cowboys carefully planned an effective way to teach the Indians 
a lesson and solve the problem once and for all. According to the plan, 
they made a concerted effort over a period of months to show kindness 
and goodwill toward the Indians, providing them on several occasions with 
food and utensils, until finally one day they went up the river to the Indian 
villages inviting them to an open air dinner (un sancocho) around the main 
hacienda house. Although surprised, the Indians accepted the invitation 
and on the appointed day started coming down, one by one. They did not 
find the vaqueros, but their women were busy in the kitchen preparing the 
"banquet" and tables were set around the house, under the shade of the 
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trees. As confidence grew more Indians arrived, and the food began coming 
out of the kitchen to the tables. As the guests started to eat, the cowboys, 
who had been hiding, appeared suddenly with revolvers and knives and 
turned the banquet into a bloodbath. One child who managed to escape 
told the story to a priest and eventually the crime was discovered. A gov- 
ernment committee found the remains mixed with dog bones buried near 
the house in a common grave. 

The criminals were caught and brought to trial in the frontier city of 
Villavicencio in 1970. The climactic moment of the trial came when the 
defense attorney with a penchant for the spectacular brought in a large and 
heavy trunk and, placing it in the midst of the courtroom, said: “In this 
trunk I have the full proof of the innocence of the accused." What he 
produced thereafter was a number of large tomes of history, records, and 
documents which showed, according to him, that the Colombian history is 
filled with important people who at one time or another have killed Indians: 
generals, presidents of the country, heroes of the war of independence and 
even bishops and priests who killed Indians in the past. Therefore, he 
concluded, the cowboys were on trial not because they had killed a few 
Indians but because they were poor and illiterate. He went on to question 
the defendants one by one and all answered in the same fashion: “We did 
not know that killing Indians was a crime." The implication was that Indians 
had always been considered part of “the wild," the untamed and dangerous 
nature surrounding the human and civilized society, and that taming or 
killing them was part of the civilizing process, not a crime. 

The second anecdote refers to an incident of Indian protest which I 
personally witnessed in 1971, in the small town of Ortega, Colombia. The 
Indian peasants of the area are nationally known for their struggles to 
maintain their lands since ancient times. One Sunday morning the Yaima 
family and other Indian peasants confronted the mayor, refusing to pay 
land taxes. Their reason was quite clear: As Indians they were protected 
by the special legislation on Indians which excludes them from many civil 
rights but also exempts them from paying land taxes. A heated argument 
ensued in which the mayor tried to convince the peasants that the "special 
legislation" did not apply to them because it was obvious that they were 
already “civilized,” not Indians. They spoke only Spanish, they wore regular 
clothes, they belonged to the Catholic faith, and some among them even 
knew how to read and write! But the peasants, to my surprise, denied 
vehemently that any or all of these things had destroyed their Indian iden- 
tity. At some point in the discussion one of the Yaimas yelled to the mayor, 
“We are not civilized; we are not civilized!” I had never seen anything like 
this before — people who vehemently denied the charge of being “civilized” 
and who took pride in distinguishing themselves from “civilization.” 

Through the years the Indians' own prophets and sages have interpreted 
"Western civilization" as unnatural and immoral. Civilization is artificial 
and violent: It destroys the earth as well as human life, it requires conquest 
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and oppression to achieve its goals, and it inevitably leads to devastation 
and death. For the Indians this is the lesson of experience: “My race has 
been hated, cheated, persecuted, trampled under foot and robbed by non- 
Indian men [i.e., civilized men] ever since October 12, 1492."? White his- 
torians and chroniclers have also reported with surprise that “Indians fled 
from civilization."? Indian spiritual leaders have often indicated that, even 
though civilization may have some positive sides, it also seems to carry 
within it a supay (i.e., a demon) characterized by a strange compulsion to 
have more and more, to appropriate and expropriate the other, and to use 
the other as a means or instrument of its own acquisitive project. Some 
have also pointed out that this “demon” destroys not only the Indians but 
the civilized people as well: *When the white man does not have all of 
these things [i.e., abundant food and goods] he detests and curses his lot 
and becomes like the rotten trunk of a tree lying on the field, eaten by 
worms.’ 

Failing to appreciate the human dependence on the land, Western civ- 
ilization has treated it as a disposable thing, as something external and 
alien. By turning the land into private property and by commercializing it, 
civilization has profaned the holy spirit inherent in the earth and also in 
the human being. These are some of the reasons why Indians see in “civ- 
ilization” a death threat and in the Indian conversion to these practices 
the worst possible sin: “Indians who sell their land are like Judas Iscariot 
who sold our Lord.’ 

Christian prophets have also called attention to these facts since the 
earliest years of “The Conquest.” Bartolomé de Las Casas, perhaps the 
greatest of all, reported in 1542 to the King the massacres and other crimes, 
“never before seen or heard of,” inflicted by the Christians (i.e., the civi- 
lized) upon the innocent Indians “against all reason and justice.” He also 
perceived the mechanism of perpetual misery and dependence that was 
being set in motion: “The Indians produce what is necessary for a day with 
a modicum of work, and eat moderately what is sufficient to sustain their 
lean bodies, while the Christians gobble up in a day what the Indians 
produce to feed a family of ten for an entire month.’’® No wonder Indians 
who had survived the initial thrust of civilization, reported Las Casas, were 
“dying little by little” in the institutions imported from Europe. It is there- 
fore the premise of this chapter that Western civilization as we know it, 
especially in its consumerist form, holds no hope either for the present or 
for the future of the Indian. The solution of “the Indian question” therefore 
requires alternative spiritualities and alternative projects of historical de- 
velopment characterized by an ethos of solidarity and mutuality. The hope 
for the Indian lies in a change of consciousness, a cultural transformation 
on the part of dominant societies, including a fundamental religious and 
theological change that needs to accompany a new historical project for 
Latin American societies. 
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A Challenge to Liberation Theology 


Historically, religion has played a powerful political role in Latin Amer- 
ica. Either in alliance with the state, or in opposition to specific regimes, 
or as an independent agency of social and political activity, the church has 
been a factor in public life. One of the most effective and pervasive forms 
of political influence has been through the church's legitimation or denial 
of specific ideologies. The sociology of religion has documented extensively 
this ideological role, with its correlative implication that for major changes 
to take place the contribution of theological and other forms of religious 
ideology is a crucial one. This is particularly true regarding the old question 
of the humanity of the Indians as compared with the humanity of Western 
Christian peoples. At the formal level this question was resolved already 
in the sixteenth century in favor of the equality and freedom of the Indian. 
But in practice the theories of natural inferiority, “barbarian” status and 
suspicions of heresy prevailed, with the effective support of the Church. 
The Church's record on this point has been on the whole negative, both 
on the Catholic and Protestant sides. And it is not necessary to insist on it 
here since it has been exposed and denounced many times." Dehumanizing 
ideologies have contributed decisively to the cultural and physical devas- 
tation inflicted on the Indian peoples of the continent. They have in effect 
cast a sentence of death upon the Indian race as a collectivity. Ethnocide 
and genocide have been practiced throughout the centuries and continue 
even today.* However, there is the astounding historical fact that the Indian 
people have not disappeared, they have refused to die, and today a theology 
of liberation is tested in its capacity to generate counter ideologies that 
affirm in theory and practice the humanity of the Indians and their rightful 
place in the future of Latin America. Thus, an ethic of liberation is one 
that not only denounces the idolatry involved in the Western model of 
development but also issues a prophetic call addressed to the national 
societies and to the Church demanding actions of historical repentance that 
involve just and effective restitution; it is an ethic grounded in the reali- 
zation of the presence and power of God in the survival of the Indian 
communities as "testimonial peoples." 


Testimonial Peoples 


Two decades ago Darcy Ribeiro, the Brazilian anthropologist, intro- 
duced the concept of “testimonial peoples" or “witness peoples" to de- 
scribe "the plundered peoples of history." In Latin America he referred 
specifically to the survivors of ancient civilizations (Aztec, Maya, Inca, and 
Muisca) that had crumbled under the impact of European expansion and 
who thus “entered a centuries-long process of acculturation and ethnic 
reconstitution."? Testimonial peoples is thus an appropriate historical and 
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cultural concept, but it is also a concept capable of a theological interpre- 
tation that Ribeiro did not intend but that should not be left out of con- 
sideration. It has to do with the presence and power of God revealed in 
the historical experience of a people. Both “people” and “witness” (or 
"testimony") are classical theological concepts that refer to the benefici- 
aries and bearers of God's salvific grace. In the Old Testament those terms 
were applied by the prophets to the people of Israel, and in the New 
Testament the evangelists and apostles applied the same terms to the 
Church. The use of those same concepts in relation to the Indian com- 
munities suggests that their very survival in the midst of a civilization that 
has condemned them to death makes them bearers of grace and witnesses 
to the power of life over death. In the early stages of "The Conquest," Las 
Casas himself suggested this theological insight. Contrary to Gines de Se- 
pulveda and to the mainline theologies of the time, which viewed the In- 
dians who resisted conversion as “possessed by the devil," Las Casas saw 
the image of God in the Indians and considered them free and equal to 
European Christians. However, because of their poverty and innocence, 
and the affliction and abuse to which they were being subjected, they be- 
came an epiphany of Christ, a historical manifestation of the incarnation: 
“I leave Christ our Lord in the Indies being whipped and abused not once 
but one million times in the lives of the afflicted Indians." 


The Remnants 


The Andean prophet Manuel Quintin Lame refers to the Indian com- 
munities surviving for centuries inside the conquering society as "the rem- 
nants” (los restos). This is also a classic theological concept and Lame 
seemed to have used it advisedly both in its sociological sense as well as 
theologically. He applied it to those members of the Indian race who had 
survived the cataclysm of the conquest and found themselves trapped or 
buried “in the bowels of the earth" from whence one day they shall rise to 
confront the colossus of Western civilization.!! The interpretation of the 
conquest as the crucifixion and death of the Indian is a dominant theme in 
the traditional Christologies of the Andes. Some scholars find the same 
theme among the Amazonian tribes.? These Christologies tend to identify 
Christ with the Indian people and to view the Indian experience after the 
conquest as Christ “suffering under Pontius Pilate." Thus, “the ancestral 
shamans who founded the native cultures (e.g., Wanadi, Kuwai, Yabieri, 
Bochica, Incarri) come close to being identified with Christ, either as an- 
cient manifestations or as native counterparts. In this way, native cultures 
become carriers of divine revelations.” 

If these native Christologies lend themselves to ideological manipulation, 
as divinization of defeat, suffering, and resignation, native prophets see 
them also as forms of political resistance, moral reproach, and signs of 
impending radical reversal. By making Christ the creator of native cultures 
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these traditions help the communities resist the pressure to integrate into 
white civilization and to affirm their cultural identity. 


The Conflict with "Judas Iscariot" 


The surviving Indian communities witness to an experience of God that 
is enriched by a most peculiar characteristic: it is inseparable from the 
communal link to the earth, to the sun, to the wind, and to the waters. 
Specifically, it is linked to “the land”: “The land has always been the In- 
dians' joy. They are betrothed to the land. They feel that life comes from 
the land and returns to it. For this reason the Indians may be indifferent 
to anything else except to the possession of the land which their hands and 
breath cultivate with religious sentiment."!^ This beautiful testimony, al- 
most poetic in nature, is the observation of a Peruvian Marxist who found 
the world of the Indian too large to fit the simplistic sociology of doctrinaire 
Marxists and who was able to see the metaphysical depth of the Indian 
spirit as well as the true ground for their legitimate protest against “civi- 
lization.” By appropriating and commercializing the land, “Western civili- 
zation" has violated the sacred core of life and separated Indians as well 
as civilized people from the ground of being. A Christian experience of 
God that is responsive to the Indian witness is one that shows reverence 
toward nature, that “tends and cultivates the earth" as a religious duty, 
that understands the command to “replenish the earth” not only in pop- 
ulational terms, but also in terms of preservation, sustaining, and caring 
for God’s creation. 


Toward a New Historical Project 


The Indian question has to do with the present, and—more fundamen- 
tally—with the future of Indian peoples in Latin America. The present is 
the product of the sad legacy of the past, but the future is already present 
in struggle and hope. In the dynamic perspective of liberation history and 
of liberating activity, the hope of the Indian has a definite goal: the radical 
reversal of the history of suffering that began in 1492, with the earliest 
encounter with Western civilization. 

In terms of political ethics, the Indian question focuses attention on the 
nature of the relation that should and could exist between indigenous peo- 
ples, with their distinctive history and culture, and a popular national move- 
ment of radical change that seeks to restructure the national society on the 
basis of economic and social justice, popular democracy, and collective self- 
reliance. 

Several premises and tasks are involved in this definition of the problem: 
(1) The nature of the Indian struggle is seen as having two distinct foci: 
On the one hand, it is a protest against certain features of Western civili- 
zation; on the other hand, it is the positive affirmation of the Indian right 
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to life, that is to say, to a future with land, cultural identity, and self- 
determination. (2) The nature of the national project of liberation is seen 
as one of inclusivity, economic and social justice, popular democracy, and 
collective self-reliance. In this perspective the relation between Indian peo- 
ples (tribes, communities) and a national movement of liberation should 
be one of both solidarity and autonomy. That such a relation is possible is 
the premise and the program of the indigenous mobilization that has de- 
veloped since the 1970s throughout Latin America.» 

It is in this context that revolutionary initiatives, such as the one ad- 
vanced in the new Constitution of Nicaragua and its Ley de Autonomia, 
should be evaluated. In Chapter VI, the Constitution reads: 


The [Indian] communities of the Atlantic Coast have the right to 
preserve and develop their cultural identities within the framework 
of national unity, to be granted their own forms of social organization, 
and to administer their local affairs according to their traditions. The 
State recognizes [the] communal forms of land ownership of the Com- 
munities. Equally, it recognizes their enjoyment, use and benefit of 
the waters and forests of the communal lands... [and] the right to 
the free expression and preservation of their languages, art and cul- 
ture. The development of their culture and values enrich the national 
culture. The State shall create special programs to enhance the ex- 
ercise of these rights.!$ 


This project, which corrects the initial blunders of the revolution, pro- 
poses a program of cultural freedom and autonomy for the Atlantic Coast 
of Nicaragua which may inaugurate a new future for the native peoples of 
that country. It may also become a model for other national approaches to 
"the Indian question." 
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Chapter 14 


Feminist Theology 
as Political Theology: 
Visions on the Margins 


REBECCA CHOPP 


To be on the margin is to be part of the whole but outside the main body. 
As black Americans living in a small Kentucky town, the railroad tracks 
were a daily reminder of our marginality. Across those tracks were paved 
streets, stores we could not enter, restaurants we could not eat in, and 
people we could not look directly in the face. Across those tracks was a 
world we could work in as maids, janitors, as prostitutes, as long as it 
was in a service capacity. We could enter that world but we could not live 
there. We had always to return to the margin, to cross the tracks, to shacks 
and abandoned houses on the edge of town. 

There were laws to ensure our return. To not return was to risk being 
punished. Living as we did — on the edge — we developed a particular way 
of seeing reality. We looked both from the outside in and from the inside 
out. We focused our attention on the center as well as on the margin. We 
understood both. This mode of seeing reminded us of the existence of a 
whole universe, a main body made up of both margin and center. Our 
survival depended on an ongoing public awareness of the separation be- 
tween margin and center and an ongoing private acknowledgement that 
we were a necessary, vital part of that whole.! 

Bell Hooks 


Perhaps this notion of margin and center, at least at first glance, names 
the relations of feminist theology and political theology. For political the- 
ology — and by that I mean the white, First-World theology done in Europe 
and North America as a critique of bourgeois culture and Christianity — 
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has been done by those in the center, with full and easy access to the 
positions and resources of power, knowledge, and influence. Feminism, by 
way of contrast, is a voice from the margins, that is, a way of viewing and 
speaking that must always know both the rules of the center and the work- 
ings of its margins. Feminism is, as compared to political theology, a dif- 
ferent way of seeing reality. 

Women have been and are in Christianity and in our culture placed on 
the margins, repressed and oppressed as less than and other than men 
through legislation, cultural habits, forms of subjectivity, and linguistic prac- 
tices. Though a small number of women have been “let in" (note the be- 
nevolence of the phrase), feminist criticism increasingly insists that women 
have been let in either to be “like” men or to extend their marginal roles 
as caretaker and silent supporter in low-paying professions such as secre- 
taries, nurses, clerks, teachers, and so on. I want to suggest that if we refuse 
to define feminism in terms of the center, as letting women in, and under- 
stand its power as a voice from the margins, as a different way of seeing 
reality, then we have in feminism a theology that provides not only a critique 
of bourgeois culture and Christianity, but resources and visions for trans- 
formation. 

But before developing feminism as a theology from the margins we must 
elaborate more carefully the relations between political theology and fem- 
inist theology. First, for both political theology and feminist theology, the 
personal is the political. That is, both feminist theology and political the- 
ology contend that there is an important and intrinsic relation between the 
way individual consciousness, or subjectivity, is formed and the political 
orderings of society? Johannes Baptist Metz, for instance, suggests in his 
Faith in History and Society that the focus for critique in bourgeois society 
had to be around “evolutionary consciousness," while feminist theologians, 
drawing on feminist psychoanalytic and political theories, contend that the 
very distinction between the public and private realms is itself a political 
distinction, a way of ordering subjectivity and politics for, as Jean Bethke 
Elshtain termed it, “public man, private woman.'? 

Second, as I mentioned previously, the locus of feminist theology is dif- 
ferent than that of political theology. Political theology is a theology of and 
from the center, while feminist theology is a theology from the margins. 
Now, I do not want to contend that feminist theology is from the margins 
in the sense that Bell Hooks has described, for her description is that of a 
black feminist. There is, after all, no one margin to the present society, 
but a wide variety of places of repression and oppression. One cannot stand 
on all the margins at once, though understanding one's marginality may 
make one open to the marginality, and thus the specificity and difference, 
of others. As a white woman, I am related both to the center and to the 
margin, and as a feminist theologian my voice is explicitly from the margin, 
viewing, as Hooks would say, both center and margin. 

Third, both feminist theology and political theology, despite their dif- 
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ferent locations, agree that transformation, not merely correction, is re- 
quired in our society. Recall, for instance, the apocalyptic words of Metz 
in The Emergent Church, speaking of the need for an anthropological rev- 
olution: “This revolution affects the whole societal construction of our real- 
ity, of our political and economic systems."5 Yet political theology has 
failed, at least thus far in its development, to offer resources for this trans- 
formation, attempting instead a type of apocalyptic critique in which the 
iron cage society, as Max Weber called it, simply caves in on itself, saved 
perhaps only by a God interrupting history from the outside. Feminist 
theology, on the other hand, discovers in its marginality sources, images, 
and visions of new ways of being human, of loving, of living, and finds God 
working in these sources, images, and visions to transform the “main body 
made up of both margin and center." 

Finally, before we turn to our present situation, I would like to raise the 
question if it is not the case that political theology needs feminist theology 
in two senses. First, political theology needs feminist theology to deepen 
its critique and broaden its basis of analysis not only of consciousness and 
the effects of oppression, but also of the rules, patterns and structures of 
how society has operated. Latin American liberation theologians have ac- 
cused political theologians of a certain abstractness in their work, an ab- 
stractness due, I think, not to bad intent, but to failure to carry their critique 
deep enough into the patterns and structures of oppression in society." 
Feminist theology (and feminist theory) takes its critique to the basic pat- 
terning of language, subjectivity, and politics, to how we form and constitute 
our world through patterns determining our anthropology, history, reality. 
Second, political theology needs feminist theology in order to provide re- 
sources for transformation. Warnings of apocalyptic doom are important 
and necessary, but finally politics, subjectivity, language — all of our symbolic 
reality — must be transformed in the present situation. To have an anthro- 
pological revolution we must find resources for change, new images of being 
human, new ways of relating, new visions of reality; and this, as I will 
illustrate, is precisely the task and nature of feminist theology in our present 
situation. 

Feminist theology and political theology both begin on an apocalyptic 
note: As we approach the end of the twentieth century we are in a time of 
great crisis. How do we describe the world in which we live? Death, control, 
destruction, deviance, force, manipulation, murder? If there are history 
books in the future, of what will they speak; what events will they choose 
to symbolize this age? The progress of science that results in a Hiroshima? 
Or in the foreboding nuclear apocalypse that threatens to explode the 
fragile force of life, dust to dust, ashes to ashes? Will our great-grandchil- 
dren know our historical period as the era of the modern state, with its 
hatred of the Jew finally fully manifest in the Holocaust? What is the crisis 
of the present but the masses of the poor, the poor with human faces, 
human hands, human hearts, human stomachs that barely survive? What 
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is the present situation but apartheid, economic injustice between First- 
and Third-World peoples, the denial of women's lives through systems of 
violent repression? 

The first characteristic of the present era, therefore, is that of systemic, 
structural injustice, an injustice characterized by the division between haves 
and have-nots, the structural crisis of scientific technology that can anni- 
hilate us, the crisis of structural inequalities that rob persons of their hope. 
But the present must also be characterized by the violent breakdown of 
psychic identity. The world we live in, the world of middle-class culture, 
can be characterized by runaway rates of depression among women (but 
also increasingly among men), rising rates of suicide among our youth, the 
massive suffocation of the brightest and the most promising in the profes- 
sions and in the ghettos to drugs. Our society seems lost to itself, adrift in 
a sea of psychic numbing. Its tremendous drive for its own success through 
material prosperity has turned on itself, becoming now the ugly demon of 
consumerism: the empty desires of our hearts we try to quiet through the 
consumption of one more piece of clothing, the latest automobile, the new- 
est colors in furniture, the new age in music. These goods do not fill the 
empty desire of our hearts: We are a people in need, in need of something 
we cannot buy, we cannot work for, we cannot will into existence. This is 
a description of where we are, a harsh description but one nonetheless that 
must guide our reflection. Christian analysis begins with an analysis of sinful 
condition, and this is our condition: destruction of humanity both on the 
outside and the inside. But we must press further to arrive at an analysis, 
one that draws upon sociological, economic, psychoanalytical, and historical 
literature, that uncovers how our society has structured what it is to be 
human, what it is to be in history, what values are held as natural and 
normative. 

Modernity, the period that sets itself apart from the medieval world, was 
created by an intense focus on “man.’’? Modernity labeled itself as a move- 
ment of the freedom of man, through the tools of science and philosophy 
throwing off the hegemonic chains of religious and feudal authorities in 
order to celebrate the identity of the autonomous self. The self, the locus 
of true freedom, reigned supreme: reason, industry, government, science 
and even religion all reflected the identity of the self. This autonomous self 
expressed himself through history since history was the space and time of 
expansion, control, and manipulation through the strength and mightiness 
of the autonomous self. The values of the freedom of this self were indi- 
vidual autonomy, self-preservation, power of control, the progress of pro- 
duction, and consumption in history. From the textbooks of the philos- 
ophers to the assumptions of small businessmen we see the same value, 
desire, and drive: be a self-made man. 

Of course, this construct of man, of history, of values was built on the 
backs of the oppressed; the progress and success of modernity had an 
underbelly of deceit, treachery, and subjugation. The material successes of 
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the First World increasingly came to rest on the oppressed masses of the 
Third World: The wealth of countries such as Great Britain and the United 
States was in relation to neo-colonial relations with countries in Asia, Africa 
and Latin America. This autonomous man, who needed no one or no thing, 
depended on the private women who bore his children, fixed his meals, and 
provided a home of rest and companionship. The success of man's scientific 
and technological achievements, brought about in culture with no sense of 
moral responsibility to the whole, led to the development of weapons that 
could put an end to the world and of technology that could produce life 
beyond our moral ability to make decisions. The progress of history and 
the amazing feats of modern man outstripped our ability to be responsible 
to life itself. The autonomous man has created a monster that suffocates 
all meaning for the individual, is cut off from all relations, and murders 
life itself in the oppression of the poor and the destructiveness of modern 
technology. 

It is difficult for those of us in, as Metz calls it, bourgeois Christianity 
to know what to do or say, for modernity is not other than us. It is us and 
we are it: tied by the fate of modern Christianity to the same values of 
autonomy, progress, success, mastery, and control. When modernity an- 
nounced its independence from the church, Christianity was initially threat- 
ened. But soon Christianity became formed into a modern guise and came 
to represent the best values of the autonomous individual. Moving inward, 
Christian experience represented the individual self before his God, ex- 
pressed in individual, private morality. To be a good Christian is to look 
like a good leading citizen. God becomes the guarantor of progress as God's 
providential role in history assures the progressive realization of man's 
enlightenment; things are getting better and better. God thus also secures 
the self, allowing the self, prior to any historical realization, to be accepted, 
to be secure. 

Since religion became such a private affair, a matter between a man and 
his God, the church lost its communal, collective nature and became pri- 
marily an institution where individuals come for the meeting of individual 
needs. Americans, by and large, believe that you do not need to go to church 
to be a good Christian, and vice versa, the church, even in its own official 
literature, is understood as an institution to meet the needs of its members, 
rather than to proclaim God to the whole society. Christianity looks like 
culture, provides resources for the workings of culture, and continues the 
basic values of modernity. 

Thus, Christianity, at least as we know it, struggles desperately to find 
any resources to address the crisis of our world today. Christianity has 
difficulty addressing structural oppression, for its values, views, and re- 
sources are geared mainly to individual needs. But Christianity also fails to 
address the psychic crisis of the middle class because such ills share in 
common the basic assumption of modern Christianity: The point of human 
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life is for the individual to build and produce individual success, happiness, 
and existential meaningfulness. 

Yet we must be cautious with our apocalyptic critique, for this focus of 
Christianity and modernity on the individual, on history as an expression 
of self-fulfillment and on the values of meaningfulness, happiness, and suc- 
cess have been the very tools that have allowed groups of persons to raise 
questions about their own meaning, value, and humanness.'? The claims of 
freedom, the quest for personhood, the values of meaningfulness and hap- 
piness have been appealed to by Latin American liberation theologians, 
blacks and women. Indeed, the vision of the Enlightenment has ricocheted 
back to the groups it ignored, providing them with ways of asking questions, 
of clinging to their freedom, of looking for new ways of being human. As 
has happened in other historical situations, in the midst of crisis lie the 
seeds of a new transformation. 

Feminism, arising out of the crisis of modernity, provides resources for 
addressing the crisis. As far back as 1860, women were using the basic 
principles and terms of modernity about equality and full humanity to argue 
their case for equal education, full representation in political rule, reforms 
in marriage and family legislation and to oppose oppressive cultural prac- 
tices. We can trace a brief history of feminism, especially in light of modern 
Christianity, in the following fashion: 

Feminism first began as a corrective to society and Christianity, a cor- 
rective stating that given the basic principles of modernity women must 
have equal rights and privileges in society.!! This form of feminism we can 
call liberal egalitarianism, and in many of the Protestant denominations it 
has resulted in the ordination of women as well as the increased partici- 
pation of women in official leadership roles. Its premises are simple: 
Women, given the basic terms of modernity, have every right and respon- 
sibility to express themselves as "equal" human beings. Women are full 
human beings and thus must use history to express themselves and find 
meaning. Yet, as women began to be let into the system as full human 
beings, they were expected to act just like men, and the feminism question 
then took a particular turn: What do women bring? Do women, now con- 
tributing as equal human beings in the public realm, have particular gifts, 
uniqueness, talents? For many women, frustrated in the exhausting fight to 
gain equality, this led to a second approach, renouncing the system, cele- 
brating women's uniqueness, and, in Christianity, advocating a move beyond 
the church as patriarchical. Yet this position of romantic separatism was 
inaccessible to most women, for it is extremely difficult if not impossible to 
remove oneself from the surrounding linguistic, cultural, economic and po- 
litical systems. Indeed, as feminism matured into its third decade in the 
1980s, it began to realize that its theoretical reflections must find new ways 
to address the reality of women in the late twentieth century.? 

In this context, the third space of feminism is being born, a feminism 
that seeks to speak to the cultural reality of crisis by using the marginality 
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of women to revision the whole. Here feminism is a reflection, based on 
women's experience, of what it is to be human, what values are to be 
stressed, how history —space and time—are to be understood. This is a 
reflection for women, but also for men, for it suggests that on the margins 
of our cultural and Christian reality, the margins of modernity, lie alter- 
native visions of God and world, visions that stir with fire, visions that speak 
to the diseases and crises of modernity. This perspective seeks to address 
our cultural crisis by listening to the voices of women who offer different 
views of what it is to be human, and what values are to be privileged, views 
based on the journey of women and God that may help speak to what 
Hooks called *a main body made up of both margin and center." 

There are three characteristics of women's marginality that I wish to 
draw upon to guide us in opposing the terms of humanity, history, and 
values in the modern order and finding an adequate vision to guide us into 
the future. I do not mean to suggest these are the only characteristics 
possible or necessary but merely to suggest that they can contribute — in 
the churches and the culture at large —to a relevant and powerful vision 
that can serve to guide us out of the present crisis into new ways of being 
and doing in history. 

The first characteristic of women's marginality that I would like to draw 
upon is simply the determination of what it is to be human. Against the 
autonomous man of the Enlightenment, the one who must conquer history 
to be successful, women have lived their lives as human beings in mutuality, 
fostering nurturing relationships instead of seeking dominance. To be hu- 
man for a woman has been intimate involvement with familial relationships 
and close friendships, for mutuality connotes a balance of relationships and 
caring. I do not want to suggest that women continue carrying the burden 
of mutuality in the private realm only, for its restriction to family and 
friends has made mutuality politically ineffective. I want to suggest that 
this traditional defining characteristic of women be given political expres- 
sion, that it be privileged over the values of autonomy and dominance, that 
we discover and create a view of human personhood that stresses mutuality, 
indeed solidarity, with other human beings. In relation to this view of hu- 
manity, we can again speak of God not as the agent of our autonomy, not 
as the guarantor of our dominance, but as the God of mutual self-giving 
and harmony.? Our image of God is the focus of our central values. Speak- 
ing out of women's experience, can we not value the God of mutuality and 
solidarity? 

The second view I would like to suggest is of women's space and time, 
a space and time I would like to suggest is characterized by space of adorn- 
ment and embodiment of time and cycle and cosmos. It is important to 
remember that both Christian tradition (in the writings of Augustine for 
example) and modernity (in the writings of philosophers such as Kant) are 
concerned with space and time, for our views of space and time exemplify 
and express how we live in history. In modernity, women have been given 
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the space of physicality, of embodiment, of being connected to earth, to 
house, to body. For women, this has to some extent been a source of great 
anguish, for we have been said to be less intellectual, less capable, less 
strong than men because we are closer to physical nature. But it is also a 
space of great importance today, for it provides us with a vision of embod- 
iment, of living in relation to our bodies and to the earth, that is desperately 
needed in a day when physical existence and the earth itself are threatened 
with annihilation and destruction. To women has been given not only living 
in embodied space, but adorning space and celebrating the beautiful. At 
times this too has been a burden on women, as women have been told to 
look certain ways and to fix the home in certain ways. But it also suggests 
a value for us all, a value that we must perhaps transform to serve for all 
as an antidote to the ugliness of the present crisis. This is the space of 
celebrating the beautiful and adorning with beauty the physicality of God's 
creation. Worship is after all but an act of adornment, an act of celebrating 
the highest beauty. 

Woman's time has not been marked by the theme of progress, improve- 
ment, the march of the better and better, as has man's time in modernity. 
Rather woman's time has been marked, especially in motherhood, by cycles 
of natural rhythm, the time of harmony with the earth and with God, the 
time of birth and new creation. Cosmic time is a time of giving birth, and 
like cyclical time, is seen as a time of God, a time of new beginning: In 
every birth, the world is created anew. I am not suggesting that motherhood 
is a value somehow unique to Christianity; rather I am suggesting that it is 
necessary for all of us to learn something about being in time from the act 
of motherhood: the radical justification implicit in being given life, the act 
of creating anew, the celebration of specificity in each unique birth, the 
acceptance of difference in each birth — the same, and yet always different. 
Against a vision of history where space and time are viewed as dominance, 
control, manipulation, we need to offer a vision of space as embodiment 
and beauty, of time as cycle and celebration. We need to understand history 
as the site of specificity and difference, of embodiment and of beauty, as 
the place where worship takes place, where we are justified to live and do 
not have to justify our space and time by conquering all that is within our 
path. 

Finally, women's religious experience — what I would like to call woman's 
practical Christianity — can give us an alternative way to construe Christi- 
anity. Several decades of reflection on women and religious experience in 
Christianity indicate that women experience the Christian faith in ways 
different than men do, if man's experience is adequately represented in 
religious and theological literature. Women experience God not in terms 
of the wholly other, limited experiences, and existential crises, but in terms 
of day-to-day practical experiences of caring and nurturing their families, 
churches and communities. Women have had a place of residency with God 
in the day-to-day living out of family systems, caring for the wounded, giving 
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birth, and feeding souls and bodies.'^ Many women have found these prac- 
tices deeply satisfying and in the midst of this day-to-day existence neither 
need nor desire spiritual crisis experiences or eruptive interventions in their 
lives by God. Women express their piety and knowledge of God in the 
language of caring for and with, rather than the language of the mysterium 
tremendum and the wholly other. The nexus of religious experiences is in 
and through relationships: friends, families, memories of the dead. Could 
the vision of Christianity today, a time desperate for caring, nurturing, and 
relating, come from women's everyday walk with God? Could Christianity, 
which has accommodated itself to securing the middle-class subject and to 
reflecting the cultural values, experience its own conversion by learning 
from a most unlikely source: the experience of women? 

But does this vision from the margins really make any sense or have any 
real relevance when we are talking about the need for total cultural trans- 
formation? Perhaps what we need is structural change, corrections to our 
institutions, a refashioning of basic laws. With all of this, I would agree. 
But any societal change, just as any individual change, will only come out 
of new cultural values, new visions of what it is to be human. These are 
the most fundamental questions of all. Correcting our institutions will not 
cure the present crisis until we have new visions of humanity, God, freedom, 
and history. Structural change is important, and must continue while the 
fire of the Spirit stirs our testimonies of freedom. But the genuinely new 
can only be born out of new visions of human hope, faith, and love. 

To speak politically and theologically, I have argued, begins with seeing 
reality differently. In this, feminist theology not only sounds the apocalyptic 
warning of political theology, but critically exposes the particular ordering 
patterns and practices which have brought us to this present crisis. Yet, 
from the margin, feminist theology also finds new visions, images, poems, 
songs. For those long silenced — assigned the unimportant tasks of nurtur- 
ing, beautifying, being with and for, adorning, relating, hoping and loving — 
must now speak for the main body, made up of both margin and center. 
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The claim of this essay is that there are no substantive differences be- 
tween liberation theology, process theology, and Niebuhrian Christian re- 
alism regarding the possibility of radical social transformation. 

This claim, if it can be substantiated, is important for more than merely 
academic reasons; it is politically important as well. Christians are unsure 
about what they may reasonably hope and work for in the struggle for justice 
and peace. These three theologies are among the leading influences in 
American Christianity, itself a major religious factor affecting, for good and 
ill, the global search for a better world. If these theologies can together 
affirm the realism of the quest for a radically better future, theirs could be 
a significant alliance. With one voice they could make a statement about 
the possibility of social change that few today seem to believe and all today 
need to hear. 

"Liberation theology," as understood in this essay, is characterized by a 
central proposition and at least three or more derivative doctrines. Cen- 
trally it holds that salvation is inclusive and indivisible, embracing all the 
dimensions of life and not simply the realm of the spirit. In relation to 
history, it maintains that the qualitative advance of the salvific process is 
genuinely possible, and that this progress is possible in part because of 
human action. In relation to politics it insists that theology is partisan in 
the sense that Christians, as Christians, make particular political choices, 
even though no such choice can be simply equated with Christianity as 
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such. In relation to sociology, specifically the sociology of knowledge, lib- 
eration theology holds that all thinking is perspectival and that authentically 
Christian thinking and theologizing must take place in solidarity with the 
poor and the oppressed. 

“Process theology" refers to Christian theologies of a particular type, 
namely, those that use the conceptual framework of a process philosophy, 
such as A. N. Whitehead's, in the effort to give adequate, systematic expres- 
sion to the faith of Christians. Process theology's ruling obligation, then, is 
to be faithfully Christian. Moreover, process theology contends that pro- 
cessive/relational categories are distinctively congenial to and supportive of 
Christian sensibilities. Hence this form of Christian theology reflects the 
two basic convictions of all process thought, namely, that becoming is more 
fundamental to reality than is being, and that relatedness is more basic 
than independence and absoluteness. These convictions also apply to God. 
Like all else, God is said to be in some real sense both becoming and 
relational. 

By “Christian realism" we shall mean, simply, Reinhold Niebuhr’s the- 
ological anthropology. Niebuhr's anthropology locates the human self at 
the juncture of nature and spirit, participating in both.! As a creature of 
nature, the self is "involved in the necessities and contingencies of nature." 
As à spirit, it transcends this context and is thus able to contemplate new 
possibilities, considering their promise and peril and contributing to their 
selective realization. 


I. Thinking from Niebuhr to Whitehead 


The anthropology Niebuhr espoused was not uniquely his own. Niebuhr's 
distinctiveness was the insight with which he utilized an ancient view of 
selfhood to illuminate and critique the political structures and processes of 
his day. In the situation he addressed, the problems of power, not power- 
lessness, were pronounced. Niebuhr spoke to a church, nation, and world 
mesmerized by and misguided about power's potential. Thus he focused on 
the aggressive personality, the self that exaggerates its participation in spirit 
to the neglect of its rootage in nature. By demonstrating the limits of human 
aspiration and achievement, and the destruction that follows when they are 
forgotten, Niebuhr sought to justify tolerance and compromise. His was a 
political theology of limitation. 

Nothing in Niebuhr's anthropology, however, prohibits an equal concern 
with the problems of powerlessness, the destructiveness of the passive per- 
sonality, and a concomitant political theology of aspiration. The self that 
is both spirit and nature sins no less, in Niebuhr's systematic view, by 
forgetting the one than the other. Denying the limits appropriate to being 
human is the sin of pride. But denying the possibilities appropriate to being 
human is also sin—as Niebuhr termed it, the sin of sensuality or sloth. 
While Niebuhr failed to emphasize this point, evil enters human life not 
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only as pride's absolutizing of partial values, but also as sloth's indifference 
to potential values however partial they may be. Both, though rooted in the 
will, take on structural dimensions that finally envelop and enervate the 
will. Both may be and are hidden from the self by the self in that maze of 
self-deceptive strategies that Niebuhr himself so nicely elucidated. Both, in 
short, become demonic. To a church or world yielding to pride, exaggerating 
its potential, the Niebuhrian must speak of limitation. However, to a church 
or world yielding to what Christian tradition has called sloth, exaggerating 
its impotence against forces of oppression, the same Niebuhrian must speak 
of liberation. 

Niebuhr's critique of pride was theological. Against pride he spoke of a 
God whose transcendence over all human achievements relativizes them 
all. The Niebuhrian critique of sloth or powerlessness, which thinks of itself 
less than it ought to think, must be similarly theological. And what kind of 
deity would unmask the pretense that we are nothing more than, and that 
we are captive of, the social and natural forces that form the context of 
our lives? The answer is a deity not itself bound to the status quo, a deity 
who pursues some historical possibilities rather than others, a God who 
rejects indifference, seeking instead to change the world. If, as Niebuhr 
once said, the demon of pride can “be exorcised . . . only by the worship of 
a God who transcends all partial . . . values,’’? then it follows that the demon 
of passivity can be exorcised only by the worship of a God who is partisan. 
Thus, the latter God is no less required by Niebuhr's anthropology than is 
the former. In this sense, the God of Gutierrez is Niebuhr's God in a passive 
world. 

It is instructive to ask why Niebuhr himself failed to emphasize the 
theology and politics of liberation implicit in the anthropological center of 
his own thought. I believe the chief impediment to a liberationist Niebuhr 
was Niebuhr's own concept of God and the God/world relationship. While 
his anthropology calls for a partisan God no less than a God transcendent, 
his theology and his particular (implicit) metaphysics cannot provide such 
a deity. If Niebuhr's God can “take sides,” this is true only as God is within 
him/herself; God cannot take sides in history because Niebuhr's world is a 
closed system of causes and effects. 

This becomes most apparent in Niebuhr's concept of grace. The primary 
emphasis in the Pauline view of grace, Niebuhr writes, is upon “grace as 
‘justification,’ as the assurance of divine forgiveness." And this doctrine, 
Niebuhr adds, contains *the whole Christian conception of God's relation 
to human history.'"? Divine grace is also power for Niebuhr, but it is a 
power within the forgiven self as an effect of that forgiveness. It is manifest 
as the breaking of the “vicious circle of self-centeredness." But the resultant 
“new self" is one of “intention” and not of “actual achievement," or if the 
latter, it is an achievement in principle and not in fact. The dialectic evi- 
dently does not include actual realization, not even dialectically: “the Christ 
in us is not a possession," he says, “but a hope.”4 
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Some years ago Paul Lehmann observed that Niebuhr's anthropology 
presupposes his Christology.> Given the fact that Christology hinges on a 
doctrine of God, this discussion only underscores Lehmann’s point and 
notes its corollary. If Niebuhr’s theology grounds his anthropology, it also 
sets its limits. His anthropology implicitly rebelled against the restraints of 
his doctrine of God, but the latter necessarily retained the upper hand. 
Whatever Niebuhr might have wished to say about divine grace as trans- 
formative power, whatever the neglected side of his anthropology might 
have encouraged, entitled, or even required him to say, Niebuhr could not 
say, because his implicit metaphysical system lacked a conception of God 
and the God/world relationship that would permit such talk. Thus, Niebuhr 
only replaced the closed-world optimism of nineteenth-century liberalism, 
which found substantive progress to be inevitable, with another closed uni- 
verse, that of the “realist,” for whom inevitability still reigns — the inevitable 
absence of any net growth of good. 

What is required, if we are to give full due to both sides of Niebuhr’s 
anthropology, is an alternative understanding of God. A conceptuality is 
needed which allows us to speak, consistently and coherently, of a deity 
who at once transcends every historical achievement, as judge over all, but 
who also “takes sides" within the historical process, as the partisan of some 
achievements rather than others. As transcendent judge, God would chal- 
lenge every arrogant pretense that even our best achievements are more 
than provisional goods—to be sought and cherished for what they are, but 
also to be criticized and surpassed for what they are not. As immanent 
partisan, God would shatter every resigned pretense that our best historical 
achievements are less than provisional goods —to be scrutinized for their 
limitations and eventually superseded, but, in the interim, to be valued and 
defended for what they are. The dual nature of sin, in Niebuhr’s analysis, 
requires the dual nature of God. 

It is at this point that process theology contributes to the discussion. The 
process view of God allows for both sides of the Niebuhrian anthropology. 
Process theology does this by providing the conception of a God who both 
stands over, and yet is partisan within, the temporal process of nature and 
history. In the present context the relevant aspects of this view of God can 
only be summarized. 

As primordial, God is the ideal envisagement of the infinitude of possible 
values in hierarchical patterns of order. Thus God is the inexhaustible 
repository of patterns of potential achievement. No one pattern can possibly 
embody all potential values, for all values are not compossible. In other 
words, no one pattern can ever be unsurpassable. Therefore, God as pri- 
mordial (or abstract) transcends every conceivable historical achievement. 

As consequent (or concrete) God is the preferential weaving of relevant 
ideals into the process of historical reality. Thus God is partisan, because 
all relevant ideas are not equal in their potential value. God is partisan, 
first, in the sense of being for some possible actualizations, i.e., being an 
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agent within history. But God is also partisan in the sense of being for some 
possible achievements, i.e., being an advocate for certain alternatives rather 
than others. As Whitehead put it, God is that in the universe which works 
for right.$ 

To summarize, God as primordial is the transcendent Judge who, as 
surpassor of all partial values, *exorcises" (Niebuhr's term) the demon of 
pride. God as consequent is the immanent Partisan who, as champion of 
particular values in particular contexts, exorcises the demon of indifference 
and passivity. The process view of God, I am suggesting, provides a theo- 
logical basis for the full development of a Niebuhrian anthropology. In 
doing so it opens the way to a Niebuhrian theology of possibility, a theology 
of liberation. 


II. From Niebuhr to Whitehead to Liberation 


We now must ask whether the Niebuhrian process theology of liberation 
said to be possible is consonant with the theology of liberation as charac- 
terized at the outset of this chapter. The central notion of liberation the- 
ology, I said at the outset, is that of the inclusiveness of salvation. That 
process theology shares such a vision is probably indisputable. Indeed, if 
anything, a process understanding of salvation, stemming as it does from a 
relational metaphysics, may be an even more explicitly inclusive vision than 
that of Latin American liberation theology; certainly it includes nature as 
well as the fullness of humans and their histories in its purview. For process 
theology, too, salvation “embraces all the dimensions of existence and 
brings them to their fullness.”’ 

If we understand Christian realism in the terms of this essay, a compre- 
hensive understanding of salvation can also characterize Christian realism. 
Existentialism's separation of nature and history was more or less assumed 
in Niebuhr's own work, but there is no evidence that his work requires it. 
Actually, the Niebuhrian and Whiteheadian views of the self are remarkably 
similar.? If anthropology is taken to be the heart of Niebuhr's thought, even 
as it is applied to sociopolitical processes in the form of Christian realism, 
that anthropology would not seem to be compromised by its insertion into 
a more explicitly relational conceptual scheme, such as that of process 
thought. 

The more difficult question is whether Christian realism and process 
thought can accommodate the liberation claim that theology must be done 
in solidarity with the poor and oppressed. One could imagine versions of 
this claim that would not be acceptable. But this doctrine of the liberation 
theologians seems fundamentally to be the judgment that all thinking is 
perspectival, and the conviction that the definitive perspective of Christian 
thinking is the situation of those who are oppressed. 

That thinking is perspectival is no less clearly a cardinal doctrine of 
Niebuhr and process thought. This being the case, the Christian realist and 
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the Christian process theologian might well embrace the conviction that 
Christian thinking ought to be done primarily in terms of one particular 
perspective, that of the oppressed. Recognizing that all knowledge is per- 
spectival, the Niebuhrian or the Whiteheadian might well maintain that in 
our time the “essential” Christian perspective —the viewpoint that must not 
be excluded and thus must now be made central—is the perspective of 
those who are in bondage.’ In that sense, too, a Niebuhrian process theology 
of liberation is possible. 

It remains only to discuss what liberation theologians hold to be possible 
in history, namely, personal and social transformation, or what liberation 
theologians themselves often speak of as “the emergence of a new human- 
ity." Can Niebuhrian and process theologians affirm this possibility? 

Process theologians must acknowledge the emergence of a new humanity, 
partly through human agency, as a genuine historical possibility. The White- 
headian conception of the plasticity of nature and human nature prohibits 
entirely any notion of permanently fixed structures, good or ill, personal or 
collective — so much so that if Christian faith could be shown to be clearly 
and fully incompatible with any hope for qualitative advance in history, 
then a Christian process theology would be impossible. Like anyone else, 
the process thinker might personally be dubious about the realization of 
any particular prospect at any particular time, but there is an undercurrent 
of creativity within the process system which, if not forgotten, keeps that 
dubiety from becoming dogmatic. Moreover, if the Christian process the- 
ologian holds with the theologian of liberation that hope for historical trans- 
formation is central to the Christian vision, then his or her conviction as a 
Christian will no doubt energize what could conceivably be hope in a 
"mere" possibility. In short, Christian process theology, like Christian lib- 
eration theology, affirms the possibility of the real, qualitative growth of 
good with history. 

But what of Christian realism? Can it, too, hope for a net growth of 
good? One possible response is fairly simple: (1) Christian realism is at 
heart Niebuhr's anthropology, (2) Niebuhr's anthropology can be placed in 
the framework of a processive view of God and the world, (3) this process 
view affirms the historical hope of liberation theology, and therefore 
(4) Christian realism may also share that hope. But is this response ade- 
quate? 


III. A Concluding Unperfectionistic Postscript 


If we understand Christian realism in the sense of this essay, the above 
argument seems to be more or less right. In fact, however, Niebuhr was 
more than a theologian, he was also a prophet, and Christian realism was 
more than a theological standpoint, it was also (strange as this may sound 
today) a prophetic stance. Prophets venture beyond the boundaries of sys- 
tematic entailments; they hazard guesses about what is the case when nei- 
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ther systems nor the common opinions of their day are prepared to endorse 
their judgments. 

Niebuhr's central prophetic insight had to do with the inevitable blind- 
ness of virtue. By "virtue" Niebuhr meant, principally, purity of motive. 
What he claimed, roughly, is that we can never reliably measure virtue, 
that when we attempt to do so we inevitably overestimate our own and 
underestimate that of others (particularly our adversaries), and that these 
miscalculations inevitably insinuate themselves into our various structures 
and systems — social, political, and the like — to culminate in an arrogance 
that becomes demonic, from which always comes destruction. Even if his 
analysis of virtue and its vices is not simply an extrapolation from some 
system, Niebuhr's perspicacity on this issue is uniquely prepared for by the 
spirit/pride side of Niebuhr's Pauline anthropology. Indeed, this insight into 
virtue's seductive devices might well be the special legacy of Pauline Chris- 
tianity. Wherever this insight takes hold, all talk of a “new humanity" which 
is premised upon some known or knowable advance in virtue must em- 
phatically be rejected. 

But liberation theology may be understood in part as the re-Judaization 
of Christianity; as such, it reminds us that the question of justice is not 
identical with or secondary to the question of virtue. If the more intros- 
pective orientation of the spirit/pride dimension of Niebuhr's anthropology 
is particularly apropos to an assessment of private virtue and its proper 
limitations, the nature/sloth part of the same anthropology is especially 
suggestive for an understanding of public justice and its real possibilities. 
The Pauline emphasis upon the subjective dimensions of selfhood might 
have been entirely adequate so long as Christianity remained in a symbiotic 
(or parasitic) relationship with, and thus continued to be complemented 
by, Judaism. But the loss of its Jewish grounding historically requires that 
Christianity recover elements of Judaism theologically if Christianity is to 
regain the practical balance of the Pauline anthropology in its early setting. 
Liberation theology should be viewed as precisely that recovery. 

So interpreted, nothing liberation theology wishes to say about the pos- 
sible achievement of objective structures of justice is inconsistent with what 
Niebuhr calls us to remember about the subjective structures of virtue. 
Growth in virtue is not measurable and the effort to measure virtue is 
inevitably destructive. Assuming a partisan God and a malleable world, 
transformation in the realm of virtue must be acknowledged as a possibility. 
But that does not gainsay Niebuhr's judgment that such advance, if and 
when it happens, is unknowable, and that all efforts to know it are self- 
defeating. 

Liberation theology, like Judaism, insists that it is otherwise with justice. 
And advance in justice implies a beneficial transformation of social struc- 
tures, whatever the mixed motives and deceitful strategies that linger within 
them. Such an advance is a genuine good, bringing the created order to 
greater fulfillment. And a net growth in justice is really possible if, as 
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Niebuhr insisted, a knowable growth in virtue is not. Niebuhr's most sting- 
ing criticisms were directed against those utopians who envisioned a per- 
fection of human nature or the achievement of social structures that 
transcend the contradictions of history. Neither is an expectation of liber- 
ation theology. 

In assessing the prospect for social transformation, liberation theology, 
like Judaism, may suggest that we should be less concerned with inner 
purity and more concerned with the establishment of “living” or self-critical 
institutions of justice. It is perhaps significant that Judaism, taking this 
approach, could have remained so hopeful throughout a history so marred 
by its own oppression. Whatever the ebb and flow of personal virtue, the 
establishment of qualitatively better political and social systems remains 
for Judaism a genuine possibility. Framing the issue in those terms, Judaism 
has been able to hold that social transformation is possible, that our ca- 
pacity for achieving a net growth of public good is in fact limitless. This is 
also the claim of liberation theology. It is, in a sense, utopian. Understood 
in this sense, Christian process theology and Christian realism can be uto- 
pian, too. 
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Chapter 16 


What Would Bonhoeffer Say 
to Christian Peacemakers Today? 


G. CLARKE CHAPMAN 


It may be hard to imagine Dietrich Bonhoeffer as a “peace activist" in 
our sense of the term. Another label, “pacifist,” was one which he applied 
to himself by 1932, and continued to do so as late as mid-1939.! But ought 
either term be generalized to include the remainder of his tragically short- 
ened life? 

A brisk discussion on just that issue arose in the 1970s in the English 
Language Section of the International Bonhoeffer Society. It began with 
the superb analysis by Larry Rasmussen, published in his Dietrich Bon- 
hoeffer: Reality and Resistance, and its thesis that “Dietrich Bonhoeffer's 
resistance activity was his Christology enacted with utter seriousness.'? In- 
deed, I would expand it to say that all his peacemaking activity was such 
an enactment, as an interplay of ethics with the rich complexity of his 
Christology. 

Rasmussen then traces Bonhoeffer's lifelong pilgrimage on questions of 
peace and violence through several stages: Lutheran just-war thought in 
1929, followed by selective conscientious objection, then a more categorical 
pacifism, selective conscientious participation in war (with the burden of 
proof on whomever would take up arms), and finally, in the 1940s, an 
agonizing participation in the conspiracy? Having defined the pacifist as 
“one who always views the use of violent coercion as an evil and who rules 
out war even as a necessary evil," Rasmussen goes on to ascribe to the 
later Bonhoeffer a defection from such principles: “All the twisting possible 
cannot make the author of The Cost of Discipleship a volunteer for assas- 
sinating even Adolf Hitler."^ He attributes this revision to Bonhoeffer's 
eventual turn away from a certain “asceticism” (i.e., perfectionist disdain 
for political compromise) and from “parasiticism” (i.e., a two-realms de- 
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pendence by nonviolent purists on state coercion for their own safety). Dale 
Brown objects to these two terms as pejorative, preferring instead "witness 
to life" and a provisional “interdependence” of the old and new social 
orders. But Brown concedes Rasmussen's conclusion of a shift in Bon- 
hoeffer's thought. 

The problem, however, with emphasizing such a shift is that Bonhoeffer 
himself seems to contradict it. Writing from his Tegel prison cell and re- 
flecting especially on his 1939 decision to return to Germany from the safety 
of the United States in order to share the struggles of his people, he stated 
flatly, “I’m firmly convinced — however strange it may seem —that my life 
has followed a straight and unbroken course, at any rate in its outward 
conduct."5 Eberhard Bethge, Bonhoeffer's friend and biographer, likewise 
rejects Rasmussen's view, “as if Dietrich had moved from a conviction of 
non-violence to a conviction of using violence; for me this does not at all 
express what was going on. ... Dietrich did not come from pacifism to be 
a murderer of Adolf Hitler. He encountered [instead] that the murderer 
had to be stopped." 5 To stand by, inactive, during the slaughter of Jews is 
to be an accomplice. Rejecting Rasmussen's interpretation as misled by a 
“luxurious individualism,” Bethge holds that Bonhoeffer was consistent to 
the end: “I think he would have said: Of course I’m still in your terms 
‘pacifist,’ even in doing this (participating in the conspiracy) and I took the 
guilt, I took all the consequences of not being on the successful side and 
being killed for it.” 

However, there is a cost to Bethge’s spirited defense of his friend’s 
consistency. That price is a diminished notion of pacifism, a prejudgment 
which invites the very charges of asceticism, parasiticism, as well as indi- 
vidualism. Such a pallid view can only serve to reinforce the conventional 
wisdom that dismisses pacifism as soft-headed, an idealism effective only 
when the enemy is gentlemanly (such as the British in India). But against 
the uncivilized or the unscrupulous, we are told, a resort to violence is the 
sole “realism.” 

Is there an alternate means to defend Bonhoeffer’s “straight and un- 
broken course”? Dena Davis believes there is. Less of the “twisting” that 
troubles Rasmussen is needed, she points out, if one takes as central Bon- 
hoeffer’s serious interest in Gandhi.’ The effect would be to infuse pacifism 
with a greater flexibility, a robust dynamism. Thereby pacifism could prop- 
erly encompass the several phases of Bonhoeffer’s “Christology enacted 
with utter seriousness” under the changing circumstances of his life. 

Bonhoeffer first wrote of his great interest in Gandhi in 1928. By 1934 
he was making plans for a study leave in India, to learn directly the spiritual 
discipline of satyagraha, self-sacrificial “truth/soul force.” Unfortunately 
this dream was never realized; he was instead called to organize a seminary 
for the confessing church. But this did not end the theological influence of 
Gandhian ideas on Bonhoeffer’s hopes. Davis suggests three striking par- 
allels in their thought. First, both conceived of nonviolent resistance as a 
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positive, holistic force in the active pursuit of justice. Pacifism is not pas- 
sivity that tries to distance itself from contamination or compromise. Nei- 
ther neutrality nor acquiescence in evil are worthy of satyagraha; even 
violent action would be preferable. “To do nothing for fear of doing viol- 
ence is cowardice, in Gandhi's view, and un-Christian obsession with one's 
own moral purity, in Bonhoeffer's." Second, for both persons, faith requires 
being there “for others." Bonhoeffer voluntarily returned to Germany in 
1939, and Gandhi reached out to the untouchables. The sacred is not sealed 
off from the public realm, but is displayed and enacted in it. Discipleship 
means “the hermit’s cell is rejected for the prison cell."5 Third, accordingly, 
voluntary suffering and a willing self-sacrifice are intrinsic to the disciple's 
existence for others. For Bonhoeffer this means sharing God's suffering, 
standing with Christ in a hostile world, and for Gandhi this means the 
vindication of truth by accepting injury rather than inflicting it on the op- 
ponent. 

Granted, there are significant differences between the two men. Gandhi 
was himself a member of the oppressed group he championed, while Bon- 
hoeffer was not, so Gandhi had greater latitude in altering tactics or even 
postponing a campaign. Also Gandhi was doubly blessed with long personal 
experience in pacifist activism as well as the sociocultural roots for its sup- 
port. Bonhoeffer had neither. Nevertheless, Davis says, what they share in 
common —a positive and sacrificial peace-with-justice activism —sets the 
tone for Bonhoeffer's lifelong pilgrimage. Already in his year in New York 
City (1930-31) and among black Christians there, his avowed pacifism was 
linked to a keen sense of social justice. This same conjunction, under the 
blood-soaked urgency and the severely reduced options available under the 
Third Reich, led quite naturally to Bonhoeffer's involvement in the con- 
spiracy — even to the point of tyrannicide. 

I believe Davis is correct in viewing this development in wider perspec- 
tive than Rasmussen's sharp contrast between a categorical pacifism of The 
Cost of Discipleship (1937) and the later conspiracy. Instead, says Davis, it 
is The Cost of Discipleship period that is the anomaly, a temporary lapse of 
the social activist element of his ethic occasioned by the narrow concerns 
of the church struggle. But both before and after that segment of his career, 
Bonhoeffer saw nonviolence as inseparable from active resistance in the 
name of justice. 

This is the extent of the debate on Bonhoeffer's “pacifism.” Certainly 
his own fundamental theology was complex and underwent some evolu- 
tion — and all the more so because of his incarnational approach and the 
dramatic progression of events during his adult life. Let us concede also 
that whether and to what extent Bonhoeffer should be called a “pacifist” 
is unresolvable, for the label itself is susceptible to up to twenty-eight mean- 
ings.? I prefer instead the word peacemaker —a term hardly less ambiguous, 
but one which conveys better Bonhoeffer's holistic concern for responsi- 
bility and justice. 
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So what is the next step? How may we derive some guidance about what 
Bonhoeffer would say today to Christian peacemakers? I begin with three 
comments. First of all, there is no substitute for a careful study of his mature 
theology in its richness and nuances. It is not permissible to snatch a few 
quotable sentences out of context, whether from the challenging idealism 
of The Cost of Discipleship or the more somber tones of his prison letters. 
We must struggle instead to catch his basic vision of Christocentric exist- 
ence. 


What is of ultimate importance [in ethics] is...that the reality of 
God should show itself everywhere to be the ultimate reality. ... 
Henceforward one can speak neither of God nor of the world without 
speaking of Jesus Christ. All concepts of reality which do not take 
account of Him are abstractions. ... In Christ we are offered the 
possibility of partaking in the reality of God and in the reality of the 
world, but not in one without the other.!? 


Second, we must be true to our own time and place by seeking to un- 
derstand the situation in which we are placed. This means immersion in a 
serious, multi-disciplinary study of modern society, but also and always in 
light of the new reality, the form of Christ in our midst. Third, to give some 
focus to these two formidable assignments, it would be wise to single out 
for special attention that segment of Bonhoeffer's life which most nearly 
matches our situation. Not that any two historical contexts can ever coin- 
cide, or that we ought to follow slavishly any theological mentor. But we 
share a hope that Bonhoeffer may nevertheless offer guidance today to 
faithful peacemakers. The remainder of this chapter will address this third 
task, the selection of a focus. 

The problem is, which period of his career to choose? For instance, one 
might select “Bonhoeffer, the political resister” of the late thirties and early 
forties, in unexpected alliance with German military leaders who repre- 
sented not the church but instead the ideals of Western civilization. What 
brought them together was not faith, but a common opposition to mon- 
strous evil. In the case of such enormity, a theologian's role and even duty 
could be portrayed as reluctant collaboration with necessary violence for 
the sake of a higher good. Might this be the pattern that best resembles 
our modern situation? 

For our brothers and sisters in the Third World, oppressed by en- 
trenched and brutal power, this does indeed have relevance. Not surpris- 
ingly, Bonhoeffer the conspirator is an attractive figure for liberation 
theologians of Latin America and other regions burdened by neocolonial 
legacies, where options for democratic struggles and reform have been 
foreclosed by police-state repression. Liberationists would highlight such 
themes as the critique of religion in a world come of age, cooperation with 
secular allies as a penultimate path to the ultimate, a compression of mod- 
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ern piety into prayer and righteous action, a social ontology that supports 
an ethic of being-for-others, a defense of human maturity against all de- 
humanizing dependencies, and the deed of free responsibility which in 
extreme cases might involve complicity in violence.!! While these themes 
are all rooted in Bonhoeffer's lifelong theology, it is evident that the above 
formulations are tailored to guide victims of a totalitarian state. In the last 
two decades, for instance, in South Africa and the struggle against aparth- 
eid, a keen interest in Bonhoeffer has arisen.? 

For some others living in the industrialized First World, however, there 
is another and less defensible version of this argument. An image of Bon- 
hoeffer the eventual conspirator could be contorted to one of Bonhoeffer 
the reluctant Cold Warrior. His turn to conspiracy in planning limited viol- 
ence, namely tyrannicide in a police state, may be transposed to complicity 
in threatening /imitless violence, the global balance of terror between two 
nuclear superpowers. Such a shift is aided by the commonplace assumption 
(noted above) that once injustice crosses a certain threshold, nonviolent 
idealists must exchange their naiveté for “realism.” Diabolical enemies, it 
is claimed, “only understand brute force," and, as the lesser evil, such force 
is the only responsible choice. Thus might Bonhoeffer be enlisted nowadays 
to support nuclear deterrence, the credible threat of devastating retalia- 
tion — and implicitly as well as the whole arsenal of Cold War tactics. 

This, I say, is less excusable than the Third World liberationist appli- 
cation of Bonhoeffer. Not only does it stretch his Christocentric theology 
beyond the breaking point, but it falsifies the historical analogy of that evil 
which is to be opposed. Even if one grants that at least one of the super- 
powers is a police state with crimes comparable to those of the Nazis, the 
Cold War is not a credible parallel to the contained ferocity of living inside 
Hitler's Germany. The situation of the early 1940s was not just a potential 
. but an actual holocaust — administered efficiently by entrenched party con- 
trol and reinforced by wartime conditions. By contrast in our day the evil 
is much more diffuse — geopolitically, ideologically, and stretching indefi- 
nitely into a future of nuclear stalemate. It is a far leap from Bonhoeffer's 
acceptance of solidarity with indigenous evil “here,” in order to overcome 
it, to the scapegoating rhetoric about an Evil Empire over “there.” 

What seems to unite both Cold Warriors and Third World liberationists 
is their common appropriation of the late Bonhoeffer and his decision of 
responsibility in approving a particular act of armed violence. The chief 
danger in both is that of romanticizing this sacrificial deed of ill-fated cour- 
age into a precedent, a heroic display of Wagnerian proportions, which 
would legitimate the role of violence as ultimate arbiter in a fallen world. 
To the contrary, Bonhoeffer saw his role in the conspiracy in its particularity 
as no more than a measured and prayerful response to an exceptional 
moment with desperately narrowed options. To generalize beyond that is 
to risk seduction by spirits alien to a world taking form in Christ. In the 
case of the Third World there may indeed be occasions of such extremity, 
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although that is not for us in the First World to judge. In any event, lib- 
eration theologians certainly do not glorify violence and rarely condone or 
even discuss it as a theme. 

The case of North America is quite different. Here violence is routinely 
glamorized—in mass entertainments such as film and TV, in our frontier 
heritage and folklore, and in the very metaphors undergirding everyday 
language. This cultural addiction has captivated religion as well. The mil- 
itant rhetoric of New Right preachers is only an exaggeration of mainstream 
Christianity here, which has long embraced self-righteous individualism and 
the “manly” virtues. Such a brew of Messianic nationalism, injured inno- 
cence, and crusading confidence hardly deserves any promotion by Bon- 
hoeffer’s example. To the contrary, it far more resembles the very ideology 
he opposed — eventually with his life’s blood. 

To recall our question: Which period of Bonhoeffer’s career should be 
our prime focus? The answer for us in the affluent and industrialized West, 
I maintain, is not Bonhoeffer the political conspirator of the 1940s. Rather 
it should be Bonhoeffer the peacemaker of the early thirties. 

The parallels of that earlier decade to our own, while partial, are also 
sobering. It was a time of neither war nor peace. War clouds were gathering, 
punctuated by brief incursions and surrogate bloodshed. At home parlia- 
mentary democracy was being undermined by social and economic unrest, 
racial hatred, street violence, and covert uses of power. The church was 
polarized but not yet hopelessly compromised and silenced. In short, un- 
precedented social evil was not yet a reality, against which only conspiracy 
could act. Instead it was an ominous and unfolding possibility, against which 
one should mobilize. 

Therefore let Christian peacemakers today turn their attention to the 
Bonhoeffer of 1932 to 1934. His duties then as a youth secretary of the 
World Alliance of Churches gave him wide ecumenical contacts, and he 
used them in calling the churches to a peace witness. His speeches and 
writings of this period are well summarized elsewhere, and space here 
does not permit. But we recall his insistence that the church's lack of trust 
in forgiveness of sins is the source both of its timidity in advocating peace 
and its excuses that we never seem to have enough facts for a specific moral 
judgment. Peace, he contended, must be the concrete command of the 
Gospel for this hour. Not that international peace is an end in itself, but 
it is a means (an “order of preservation") toward the end, namely justice 
and an openness to faith in Christ. The very struggle for national security 
is itself insecurity, assuring endless countermeasures. 


There is no way to peace along the way of safety. For peace must be 
dared.... To demand guarantees is to mistrust, and this mistrust in 
turn brings forth war.... The hour is late. The world is choked with 
weapons. ... For what are we waiting? ... We want to give the world 
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a whole word, not a half word —a courageous word, a Christian word. 
We want to pray that this word may be given us today.!* 


The word needed in those critical years of struggle for the soul of the 
German church was a new confessing of faith. Bonhoeffer believed the 
time of status confessionis had arrived. Granted, his use of this portentous 
phrase was not concerning peace advocacy as such, but the Jewish question 
and specifically the Aryan clauses. ^ But anti-Semitism was but one com- 
ponent of the broader seduction of the church by an alien spirit. That spirit 
was "totalism," an absolutist ideology necessarily incompatible with the 
Lordship of Christ. 

Totalism, as defined by psycho-historian Robert Jay Lifton, is a mis- 
guided response to the decay of traditional symbol systems that earlier had 
shielded humankind from death anxiety. Totalism manipulates both lan- 
guage and persons in the service of some genocidal principle. It is a pseu- 
doscientific attempt to enforce purity from contamination, suppress dissent, 
and gain absolute control over life and death.!° The terror of death is 
averted by transforming it into a worship of death — which in turn is imposed 
on “others,” outsiders and victims. Lifton describes fascism, with its scape- 
goating blood lust and death imagery, as a prime example of totalism. 

Small wonder that Bonhoeffer saw this threat as a historic moment of 
status confessionis, i.e., an exceptional crisis which the church can survive 
only by rediscovering its identity and confessing anew its faith. Nazism 
demanded that singular and holistic loyalty which rightfully belongs to 
Christ alone. Militarism of course was part of that idolatrous passion. So 
Bonhoeffer's peace advocacy should be viewed in light of his opposition to 
the supreme totalism of his day, a threat which called for nothing less than 
a renewed confession of faith and a redefined church. 

What then would Bonhoeffer say today to Christian peacemakers? He 
would, I believe, denounce once again the totalism that endangers peace. 
That is, he would brush aside the tactical, the political, and perhaps even 
the moral arguments about the Bomb which are common today. Instead he 
would push decisively to the theological core of the matter: the idolatry 
that befuddles minds, the new form of totalism which displaces Christ. For 
us, in this time and place, it is not fascism that is the issue. Nor, arguably, 
is it even Communism. Instead the totalism we confront is *nuclearism," 
which Lifton defines as “the passionate embrace of nuclear weapons as a 
solution to death anxiety and a way of restoring a lost sense of immortality. 
Nuclearism is a secular religion, a total ideology in which ‘grace’ and even 
'salvation' — the mastery of death and evil — are achieved through the power 
of a new technological deity.” 17 

The issue above all is a theological one: What (or better, Who) is the 
final reality, in its wholeness and ultimacy? Elsewhere I have argued at 
length that not only is nuclearism today a thriving and functional religion, 
but the virulent heresy of our time.!5 This totalism arises from the boundless 


174 WHAT WOULD BONHOEFFER SAY? 


effects of the Bomb and our morbid fascination with mass destruction. Its 
idolatry rivals that of Nazism. Yet the church has hardly come to grips with 
the Bomb on a theological level. Rather it limits itself to piecemeal and 
inconclusive critiques of nuclear weapons on the moral level. 

But we know Bonhoeffer to be a “theologian of reality." He insisted 
the world has been restructured by the presence of God within it, in the 
form of Jesus Christ, and so the Christian life is one of formation around 
and in response to this new reality. His description of the fourfold structure 
of the responsible life includes “correspondence to reality,” ® that is, to the 
profoundly Christocentric reality of the world which is embodied in, yet 
transcendent to, everyday “facts.” This vision of “the real,” therefore, sim- 
ply cannot be harmonized with totalism of any sort, whether Nazi or nu- 
clearist. 

Here then is Bonhoeffer's prime contribution to peacemaking today. The 
peace movement will continue to be ineffective so long as it remains on 
the level of political or moral discourse, ignoring the deeply religious fas- 
cinations and fears commanded by nuclearism. A demonic totalism will 
persist, immune to every argument, until it can be exorcised by a church 
renewed in its confession of faith in the One who came among us, forming 
the structure of reality and calling us to responsibility. It is from this vantage 
point that we can understand peace, not as a problem, but as God's com- 
mand. “We want to pray that this word may be given us today." 
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Chapter 17 


Military Realities and 
Teaching the Laws of War 


JOHN H. YODER 


The following is an effort to summarize the learnings derived from teach- 
ing university courses on “The Legality and Morality of War," working 
initially with a colonel, a professor of law, and a philosopher as team- 
teaching colleagues.! That experience puts to the test some assumptions 
basic to the credibility of our nation as a morally committed community. 
Can future military decision makers be taught? Can the principles under- 
lying right legal and moral decisions be taught? 

Numerous challenges have been addressed from alternative moral and 
philosophical perspectives to the so-called just-war tradition, but the heart 
of the matter for present purposes is the question of internal pragmatic 
coherence: Can the tradition in fact work as an instrument of real political/ 
moral decision? Can it lead a decision maker, whether a political leader or 
a field commander, to respect those values which ought to limit their de- 
fense of their own interests? 

For present purposes it is immaterial whether we describe the just-war 
tradition as a classical, religiously buttressed moral system or as a modern 
network of provisions of treaties and positive law. Both ends of that spec- 
trum, from the “moral” to the "legal," coincide in defending the intrinsic 
human dignity of all parties with whom one has to do, including the adver- 
sary. The Christian says it in terms of the love of enemy, whose dignity may 
be jeopardized only under numerous specified conditions. The secular rule 
of law says it in terms of the rights of the adversary not to be harmed, 
which may only be overridden by due process and in conformity with the 
rules. For the philosopher the two formulations are significantly different; 
not for the adversary, whom both formulations if respected will defend 
against our unjustifiable violence. 
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The prima facie effect of this principle is thus to reject violence in social 
and political relations. When violence cannot be avoided completely, then 
the indispensable fallback shape of the same principles is the bona fide 
application of a firm set of previously defined restraints. 

The legal form of the just-war theory has been in principle the stated 
commitment of the United States at least since the adoption (in 1863) of 
General Orders 100, “Lieber’s Code.’ But is that commitment opera- 
tional? Teaching the substance of the traditional system to future officers 
(and their civilian peers) has rendered visible the weak points of this system. 
Here I note five of them. 

First, what happens when the just-war criteria cannot be met? If it be- 
comes evident that a war cannot be won by fighting in conformity with the 
rules in bello, or that it was entered upon counter to the rules ad bellum, 
the system in both its legal and its moral forms calls the responsible party 
to sue for peace? There is however in the American mentality little room 
for thinking about surrender.* On the contrary, an aura of mystical heroism 
surrounds going down with the ship. Thus, the possibility of honestly re- 
specting the bottom threshold is vitiated. 

Second, there is an evident tension in the use of the term “necessity.” 
As this term is defined in the Lieber Code? and in the 1956 Army Field 
Manual 27-10,° it is a limiting concept operative only within the other rules 
in bello. Even weapons, strategies, tactics that are otherwise legitimate ac- 
cording to the rules shall only be used when indispensable to a justified 
end. In its more current usage, however, as is well argued by Telford Taylor? 
and Richard Wasserstrom,® the term "necessity" has come to be used as 
another word for “utility.” In lay terms, “don’t break the rules unless you 
really have to," whereby the meaning of “really” is left to the discretion of 
the individual decision maker in a pinch. Thus to let a party to the conflict 
determine when he can be dispensed from the rules is to end the rule of 
law. 

Third, if an unjust command is issued (which should never happen, but 
can in fact happen on any level), the just-war tradition calls any individual 
who knows that fact to refuse to obey. Nuremburg gave this moral obligation 
formal legal reinforcement. American civilian thought in the 1960s devel- 
oped the concept of “selective conscientious objection" to make almost the 
same point. In actual articulation the concept was new for many of those 
who came upon it? although its logic had always been there.!° “Selective 
objection” is probably a confusing term for it. It is not whimsical or intuitive. 
It does not appeal to “conscience” in any subjective sense. It could be 
called “legal objection,” since the ground for refusing to serve is the ille- 
gality of what one is asked to do.!! The moral logic of the concept is irre- 
futable. Yet the effectiveness of a military command system is predicated 
upon readiness to obey orders, assuming a basic trust in the moral reliability 
of the command structure.’ Military educators and those who assign staff 
would rather have a person withdraw from the service as a conscientious 
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objector (although he is not in fact strictly that) than have him continue to 
serve while retaining the right to determine in particular settings whether 
the orders he is given are just. Or his moral independence may be penalized 
by administrative transfer or denial of promotion. 

Fourth, the effective implementation of the just-war system would call 
for wide and deep education both of the public and of military personnel. 
It should cover both the letter of the rules and their philosophical-religious 
underpinnings.That such education must happen is the very serious concern 
of some military educators,? but there does not seem to be the public 
auditing that would assure that it is going on widely. 

Fifth, the most convincing and most simple appeal that threatens the 
rights of prisoners or the innocent would appear not to be the imperative 
of winning the battle or the war at all costs. Most students who envision 
themselves in future command roles believe that they could be realistically 
modest about the chances of victory. What they cannot envision is risking 
the lives of the persons under their command. Whereas both law and mo- 
rality affirm the special jeopardy of military personnel as part of the mean- 
ing of their special role and status, the cultural common sense of our people 
tends to reverse that, thinking that if they risk their lives in battle, com- 
batants should be free to have less respect for the lives of prisoners and 
other noncombatants than for their own. 

In labeling the above five factors as the primary pitfalls in the way of 
teaching the restraints of the system, I have chosen to set aside some other 
factors which also matter and which would have belonged within a fuller 
treatment. These are no less significant as moral challenges, but they are 
not peculiar to the realm of our concern: (1) The factor of “team spirit,” 
whereby members of a group defend one another against outside scrutiny 
and the rights of others. It is clearly important, and has been destructive 
(note the My Lai coverup), yet it can be countered and is being worked on 
in military education. (2) The absence of regular institutional sanctions, or 
social support for such sanctions, in case of infractions (note the Nixon 
intervention to undercut the My Lai prosecution). (3) The present ambiv- 
alence about how much authority military educators have to acknowledge 
open questions and to foster educationally effective open discussion in the 
hundreds of schools in the land where education in these matters would 
have to be done. 

My present concern is with internal realism when facing the pedagogical 
task. In the wider perspective of "religion and politics," a few wider ques- 
tions could also be raised: It could be argued that this difficulty of imple- 
mentation betrays a conceptual flaw within the logic of the just-war theory 
at its best, which would belie the claim of the just-war tradition to reconcile 
pragmatic realism and moral accountability. It could be argued that, while 
the just-war theory “‘at its best" is of some use as an ideal projection, its 
effective application to provide restraint at the points named above is in- 
compatible with the values that dominate American culture, or with the 
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values of those kinds of persons who get into positions of decisive respon- 
sibility in American political and military decision making. It could be ar- 
gued that, while the just-war theory is ideall compatible with stated 
national values, it is not compatible with the pragmatic prerequisites of 
effective structures and styles of communication and command. 

From any of the above it might follow that someone who on general 
theological/philosophical grounds holds the just-war tradition to be valid 
might be called to a political stance rejecting modern military planning, not 
only (with the Catholic bishops) at the point of the nuclear threat but 
because the military enterprise as a whole, as presently structured, falls 
short of being able to insure implementation of the just-war disciplines. 


Notes 


1. Theology 381 (also for a time listed as Philosophy 249) was offered at Notre 
Dame twelve times, from fall 1978 to fall 1987. Professor Robert Rodes (Law), Lt. 
Col. Henry J. Gordon, and philosophers James Sterma and Milton Wachsberg 
shared in its design. It now figures as a regular offering under the responsibility of 
my colleague, Professor Drew Christiansen, S.J. Dr. King Pfeiffer (Capt., USN, 
retired) described the experience in “An Interdisciplinary Course on the Legality 
and Morality of War" in International Studies Notes 9:4 (Winter 1982): 12-14. 

2. What is usually called “Lieber’s Code": General Orders No. 100: Instructions 
for the Government of Armies of the United States in the Field, April 24, 1963, is best 
available in Richard Shelly Hartigan, Lieber's Code and the Law of War (Chicago: 
Precedent, 1983). It is well interpreted by James Childress, “Francis Lieber's Inter- 
pretation of the Laws of War," published in The American Journal of Jurisprudence, 
Vol. 21 (1976), pp. 34-70; and in his book Moral Responsibility in Conflicts (Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1982), pp. 95-163. 

3. The logical imperative of surrender in this situation was stated by the most 
eminent and competent moral theologians of the postwar generation; cf. my sum- 
mary in “Surrender: A Moral Imperative" in The Review of Politics 48/4 (Fall 1986): 
576ff.; earlier more briefly in my When War Is Unjust (Minneapolis: Augsburg Press, 
1984), pp. 64ff. 

4. John Courtney Murray reported in his “Morality and Modern War," Theo- 
logical Studies, Vol. 20 (1959), pp. 49-61, that the U.S. Congress has in fact legis- 
latively forbidden any military contingency planning that would take account of the 
possibility of not winning. 

5. *Military necessity, as understood by modern civilized nations, consists in 
the necessity of those measures which are indispensable for securing the ends of 
war, and which are lawful according to the modern law and usages of war." Lieber, 
Art. 14 (my italics). 

6. “The law of war...requires that belligerents refrain from employing any 
kind or degree of violence which is not actually necessary for military purposes and 
that they conduct hostilities with regard for the principles of humanity and chivalry. 
The prohibitory effect of the law of war is not minimized by *military necessity' 
which has been defined as the principle which justifies those measures not forbidden 
by international law which are indispensable for securing the complete submission 
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of the enemy as soon as possible. Military necessity has been generally rejected as 
a defense for acts forbidden by the customary and conventional laws of war inas- 
much as the latter have been developed and framed with consideration for the 
concept of military necessity." Department of the Army Field Manual FM 27-10, 1956, 
pp. 3ff. 

7. Telford Taylor, “War Crimes," in War, Morality, and the Military Profession, 
ed. Malham M. Wakin (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1979), pp. 242-26. 

8. Richard Wasserstrom, “The Laws of War" in War, Morality, and the Military 
Profession, especially pp. 454ff. 

9. A text on “Conscientious Objection to Particular Wars; The Movement of 
1965-75 and its PreHistory” is available for handling costs from my office at 348 
Decio Hall, Notre Dame, IN 46556. 

10. Cf. the statements of Martin Luther in my When War Is Unjust, pp. 87ff. 

11. Prof. Christiansen (cf. n. 1 above) prefers the adjective “legal” to “selective.” 
It renders better the logical point at stake. 

12. This kind of basic trust that the command structure in general will not go 
wrong would seem to assume a view of human nature which the ethicist would 
quality as “pre-Niebuhrian.” It presupposes an affirmative answer to the just-war 
question of “legitimate authority.” 

13. Col. Malham M. Wakin of the Air Force Academy (cf. n. 7 above) and the 
Joint Services Conference on Professional Ethics, which he helped to found and 
helps to lead, represents this concern. Cf. Col. W. Hays Parks, "Teaching the Law 
of War," The Army Lawyer (June 1987): 4-10. 

14. The Parks article (n. 13) demonstrates encouraging intentions and initiatives 
from the Pentagon on the level of stated educational goals. It is not clear how well 
the goals are met, how compliance in field decision settings is monitored, or how 
the civil citizenry can be a part of the process. 


Chapter 18 


The Universality of God 
and the Particularity of Peace 


JAMES E. WILL 


Mystery and Complexity 


To know Jesus as the Christ is to receive through him what only God 
can give —a power so creative that it brings creatures in all of their com- 
plexity and conflict to completion. It is to experience in and through him, 
and the communities that derive from him, what all personal therapies and 
social revolutions seek, and sometimes approximate, but never fully achieve. 
Yet we hardly know what we mean when we frame so comprehensive a 
thought. How can incomplete persons in an unfinished history know what 
the fulfillment of their personal and social lives might be? And if we ever 
experience so creative a power, can we recognize and name it? Could the 
symbols or concepts we use to name and understand it ever be adequate 
for its characterization? 

Millions of human beings affirm Jesus as mediating the power of God. 
Given the variety of our human needs, however, it is inevitable that such 
ultimate power will be comprehended under many metaphors: to the hun- 
gry, Christ is bread; to the homeless, refuge; to the oppressed, liberation; 
to the culturally privileged, truth, beauty and community; to the sick, heal- 
ing; and to the dying, resurrection. 


Peace as a Meaning of Salvation 


Our personal and social relativities especially affect the long tradition 
that has sought to understand salvation in terms of “peace,” whether the 
shalom of Israel in the Hebrew Scriptures (Psalms 125:5; 128:6); the eirene 
of Christ in the New Testament (Col. 3:15); the pax of St. Augustine in the 
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Roman Empire (The City of God, XIX, 12); the confession of Allah as “the 
All-holy, the All-peace" (Qu'ran 59:23); or the benedictions pronounced 
as the completion of almost every Christian liturgy. 

It is not surprising that this symbol achieved larger currency during pe- 
riods of greater danger and insecurity. The Hebrew prophets expressed 
their most powerful visions of shalom during the eighth and seventh cen- 
turies B.C.E., when Israel faced devastation and deportation by the Assyrian 
and Babylonian empires. The evangelists of the New Testament witnessed 
to Jesus mediating an eirene that their “world could not give" just when 
Rome was destroying Jerusalem because of the zealot revolt. And St. Au- 
gustine focused on pax as Rome itself was falling to the Goths, bringing 
centuries of the pax Romana to an end. He wrote at that perilous time in 
a way that many Christians since have found fits all times: 


Whoever gives moderate attention to human affairs and to our com- 
mon nature will recognize that even as there is no one who does not 
wish to be joyful, neither is there anyone who does not wish to have 
peace.! 


Peace may function in the Judeo-Christian tradition as so comprehensive 
a symbol because its meaning is rooted in the concept of wholeness. The 
prophetic vision of shalom foresaw a society where the needs of every 
person would be satisfied in a covenant between God and persons and 
nature. The personal peace of everyone “under his vine and under his fig 
tree" is joined with the social peace of nations not learning war any more 
(Micah 4:3, 4), and the natural peace of the wolf dwelling with the lamb 
(Isaiah 11:6). This comprehensive meaning of peace came to its climax in 
II Isaiah's vision of the suffering love that “made us whole" (Isaiah 53:5), 
where the word properly translated as “whole” is shalom. The proper mean- 
ing of shalom implies personal and social wholeness. This biblical meaning 
of peace, however, is often the dialectical opposite of the actual historical 
and personal reality which the Bible also portrays. The breakdown of tribal 
peace in Israel's early history is portrayed in Genesis, when Joseph is sold 
into Egyptian slavery because his brothers no longer could “speak shalom” 
to him (Genesis 37:4). The dissolution of national peace after a brief epoch 
of Davidic glory is told in the long history of national decline and defeat 
following the division of the kingdom, because of the extravagance of King 
Solomon and the injustice of King Reheboam (1 Kings 7-12). 


Human Limits and God's Peace 


The human failure to achieve either the peace of personal integrity or 
social harmony is vividly recounted again and again in the Judeo-Christian 
Scriptures. Christians, nevertheless, have sought to express the meaning of 
Jesus for over twenty centuries in the affirmation that “he is our peace" 
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(Ephesians 2:14). Given our human need, it is no wonder that we have 
looked to Christ for this great gift; but by the same token, it is also to be 
understood that they, and we, have often misinterpreted the peace we have 
received in highly particularistic ways, distorted by the alienations and con- 
flicts of our particular contexts. 

Our human limits in expressing Christ's peace may be seen even in their 
earliest expression in the New Testament, as in the way that the resolution 
of the long-standing conflict between the Jews and the Greeks was for- 
mulated. Jews had known deep conflict with Greeks since the Seleucids, 
after the conquests of Alexander the Great, had sought to impose Greek 
culture and religion upon them, even to the extreme of compelling the 
worship of Zeus in the Jerusalem temple dedicated to YHWH. The Has- 
moneans/Maccabeans had fought a long, and finally victorious, war to lib- 
erate them from this oppression. Nevertheless, Greek culture was rich and 
in many ways attractive, so that hellenistic Jews knew the struggle between 
Hebraic faith and Greek culture in their very souls. It is no wonder that 
first-century Christians received and interpreted the peace of Christ as 
overcoming this deep division. Paul could exult with the church in Galatia, 
“There is neither Jew nor Greek...for you are all one in Christ Jesus” 
(Galatians 3:28). And the Christians in Ephesus saw the basis for their 
social peace in Christ: 


For he is our peace, who has made us both one, and has broken down 
the dividing wall of hostility, by abolishing in his flesh the law of 
commandments and ordinances, that he might create in himself one 
new man in place of the two, so making peace (Ephesians 2:14, 15). 


Yet this very way of understanding their peace, so attractive especially 
to hellenistic Jews living in the diaspora, bore the seeds of a continuing, 
and even heightened, conflict with the Jews, and Jewish Christians, who 
understood their everlasting covenant with God to be mediated through 
their law (the Torah). How could “abolishing” the Torah of YHWH — as 
expressed in Ephesians above and elsewhere (cf. Galatians 2:16, passim) — 
contribute to ultimate peace between Jews and Greeks? How could the 
universal peace brought by a Jewish Jesus be created on the basis of so 
conflictual a stance toward the religious foundation of his and their Jewish 
brothers and sisters? 

The “Common Declaration" of Professor Pinchas Lapide, an Orthodox 
Israeli Jew, and Professor Jürgen Moltmann, a Protestant theologian of the 
University of Tübingen, after their dialogue in West Germany in 1978, puts 
this issue so poignantly that no Christian should any longer be able to evade 
it: 


The tragedy of Christian-Jewish relations lies above all in the fact that 
Jesus of Nazareth, who should have been “our peace" (Eph. 2:14) — 
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a bridge of reconciliation between Israel and the world of the na- 
tions — has become a trench of hostility. .. . When the teacher and the 
(later) teaching, the preacher and the praxis separate from one an- 
other so terribly, when the good news of the Christians could become 
the sad news of the Jews, we should pluck up our courage so as to 
place before us the basic questions: ... Where is it really the Lord, 
the Eternal One our God, who separates us in all that which for so 
long has split and alienated Christians and Jews? And where is it we, 
with our handiwork and our human thoughts, who set up barriers and 
hinder a rapprochement?? 


The Inevitability of Ideology 


The divisiveness of our history is enough to convince many Christian 
thinkers that there is an inevitable ideological factor in any of our under- 
standings of Jesus as the Christ? That is, there is a factor, even if often 
unconscious, of self-interest and group-interest in the complex of feelings, 
attitudes, evaluations, and ideas that affect every theological formulation 
of Jesus’ meaning for human salvation. And when “peace” is the symbol 
used to appropriate and express our salvation, this ideological factor is often 
heightened and always more dangerous. The contemporary German theo- 
logian, Wolfhart Pannenberg, has therefore concluded: 


... a separation between Christology and soteriology is not possible, 
because in general the soteriological interest, the interest in salvation, 
in the beneficia Christi, is what causes us to ask about the figure of 
Jesus... . However, the danger that is involved in this connection be- 
tween Christology and soteriology has emerged at the same time: Has 
one really spoken there about Jesus himself at all?...Do not the 
desires of men only become projected upon the figure of Jesus, per- 
sonified in him? ... The danger that Christology will be constructed 
out of the soteriological interest ought to be clear.* 


The Christian theological ethicist, Gibson Winter, has also addressed 
this concern by examining whether it may be transcended by using the 
modern methodology of social science. He examined the work of sociolo- 
gists like Talcott Parsons and C. Wright Mills to identify the scientific 
aspects that may be common to a variety of objective considerations of 
society. He had to conclude, however, that ideology was inevitable even in 
the work of social scientists: 


They follow to differing degrees the procedures of the empirical sci- 
ences, and they attempt, so far as possible, to give a reliable inter- 
pretation of their findings. So far as these scientists suffer ideological 
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strains, and all to varying degrees undergo such strain, this is perhaps 
the human condition.’ 


Ideology is an inevitable dimension of our human condition, because we 
are finite, social, incomplete, and estranged selves. There is no objective, 
scientific methodology that enables us fully to escape this condition. So 
when we think theologically about issues of ultimate concern like salvation 
and peace, we hardly dare hope entirely to escape the self- and group- 
interests that inevitably affect our thought. 

The ideological strain in all thought, including theology, may be more 
readily accepted as inevitable when we understand that we are social selves, 
constituted in part by the relationships we have intimately experienced. 
The security and stimulus provided by a family is the necessary context for 
our personal growth and individuation. The varying degrees of tension, 
rejection, and even abuse in these intimate relations, however, are the 
climate of anxiety in which our personal distortions and estrangement also 
emerge and develop. Deep patterns of affirmation and rejection of self and 
others, of moving toward or away or against other persons, of basic trust 
and distrust, hope and despair, developed in early intimate relationships, 
continue to affect feeling, thought, and action long after we have moved 
into larger spheres of relationships in our world. We may transcend these 
early patterns through personal growth in later creative contexts, but the 
continuity of unconscious and conscious memories in our personal histories 
allows for no complete transcendence. The child remains parent to the 
adult in us all.$ 

For this reason, the “honoring of father and mother" in the Mosaic sixth 
commandment does not only have moral significance; it also has a deeper 
theological meaning, directly related to the earlier Mosaic commandments 
that specify our relation to God our Creator. God concretely creates us 
through the biological and social processes we experience in relation to our 
parents. It is thus impossible to worship our Creator without honoring the 
relational context in which we have been created. No matter what personal 
inadequacies or distortions we may later think traceable to deficiencies in 
the way we have been parented, our family is still the primary context of 
grace through which we have been given our existence. Using a paraphrase 
of an affirmation sometimes made soteriologically about the church, we 
may assert ontologically that no one can have God for his or her “Abba” 
("father" in Jesus’ terms) who does not have the family for his or her 
mother. 

The dependence upon culture for personal fulfillment in the context of 
contemporary nationalism explains the inevitable ideological strain even in 
our theological sense of "peace." The peace of personal integration re- 
quires some sense of harmony with the social wholes of family and society 
in which we have come to being. As social selves, we cannot know or even 
approximate any wholeness of being and personal peace apart from coming 
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to terms with the concrete context to which we are internally related. No 
matter what degree of spiritual transcendence over family and society is 
later realized, every self-transcendent person remains continuous with the 
self initially created within a national culture. Our experience and expres- 
sion of “peace” will inevitably remain relative to the national culture 
through which we have partially been given our being. Thus, national par- 
ticularity will inevitably characterize even our most universal affirmations 
of peace. 

Many “nationalists,” of course, have no difficulty recognizing and affirm- 
ing this reality. They expect peace only within national borders, which must 
be drawn and protected precisely for the sake of peace. To the extent that 
they see peace dependent upon factors beyond their national borders, it 
must be secured by diplomatically, or, if necessary, militarily extending the 
economic and political power of their state. In this nationalistic view, war 
is a possible instrument of peace, as the extension of national diplomacy 
by other means. From a nationalist perspective, any threat to one's state is 
an enemy of peace, and any means finally necessary to the removal or 
neutralization of this threat is in the service of peace. 


Enmity Is the Enemy of Universal Peace 


Any nationalistic understanding of peace, however, is profoundly inco- 
herent with belief in the universal God. All monotheistic faith moves be- 
yond nationalism toward concern for universal peace. Despite all contrary 
ideological tendencies, the peace of God in the love of Christ directs Chris- 
tians toward more universal community. 

The character of Christian commitment to universal peace has its clear- 
est expression in the memory of Jesus' most distinctive teaching, preserved 
in the “Q” source of Matthew's and Luke’s gospels: “Love your enemies 
and pray for those who persecute you" (Matthew 5:44; Luke 6:35). The 
threat to any particular peace is in some sense enemy; but the threat to 
universal peace is enmity itself. Universal peace may be achieved and sus- 
tained only by transforming all enmity. It is precisely the love of all enemies 
that finally vanquishes enmity. 

God's universal gracious relation to the whole creation is the theological 
context in which Jesus set his teaching of the love of enemies: 


Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you, so that you 
may be children of your Abba who is in heaven; for he makes his sun 
rise on the evil and on the good, and sends rain on the just and on 
the unjust. .. . You, therefore, must be perfect, as your heavenly Abba 
is perfect (Matthew 5:44-48; cf. Luke 6:35, 36). 


The notion of perfection here attributed to God and demanded of Chris- 
tians is closely related to the biblical sense of shalom. Our particular human 
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loves must finally be transformed by experience of God's universal love, 
which embraces the whole and makes it whole. The universal gracious love 
of God knows no limit set by human enmity. The limitation, negativity, and 
estrangement created in particularistic human relationships are tran- 
scended by God, who calls us to transcend them in God.’ 

The revelation of God in Jesus Christ has usually been interpreted the- 
ologically with the theme of “salvation history" that runs through the Bible. 
But this teaching of universal love of enemies illustrates that much of Jesus' 
message must also be interpreted within the blessing tradition, grounded 
in belief in God as the Creator, which also runs through the Hebrew and 
Christian Scriptures.* God's redemptive activity, whether interpreted 
through the covenant with Israel or the new covenant through Jesus Christ 
as salvation history, must finally be understood within the context of God's 
creation and universal blessing of all humanity. 


Divine Wisdom as the Basis for Universal Peace 


In the Bible's universal wisdom motif, grounded in faith in one God as 
universal Creator, enmity is the evil to be overcome. The teaching in He- 
brew wisdom literature is that the enemy is to be met with care and concern: 
“If your enemy is hungry, give him bread to eat; and if he is thirsty, give 
him water to drink" (Proverbs 25:21). Persons who share in God's universal 
creativity do not seek to vanquish the enemy, but to transform enmity, so 
that God's image may be actualized in the wisdom of all human beings. 

The portrayal and interpretation of Jesus in the New Testament, espe- 
cially in the Q tradition, establishes a close connection between its picture 
of Jesus and the idea of Wisdom found in the late Hebraic wisdom tradition. 
Some of the New Testament's most ancient hymns use this notion of pre- 
existent Wisdom to interpret the meaning of Jesus. Hebrews 1:2-4, Philip- 
pians 2:6-11, Colossians 1:15-20, and most clearly the prologue of the gospel 
of John express Jesus' divine significance by symbols derived from this 
tradition: 


In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God. He was in the beginning with God; all things were 
made through him, and without him was not anything made that was 
made. ... And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, full of 
grace and truth; we have beheld his glory, glory as of the only Son 
from the Father (John 1:1-3, 14). 


Thus Christians came to affirm, and continue to affirm, that it was the 
divine Logos in Jesus who gives us universal peace. Apart from the relation 
he mediates with the universal God, we cannot know any ultimate peace 
in our human history. Yet the ideological strains in the national/cultural 
particularities of our human existence make our reception of universal 
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peace problematic, as became evident from the very beginning. Even the 
way in which it was received and expressed in the earliest apostolic com- 
munities shows this ideological distortion, as we already have noted in the 
arguments about the salvific meaning of the Jewish Torah. The inertia of 
their Jewish, Greek and Roman histories resisted any more universal mean- 
ing. Habit, anxiety, and defensiveness distorted, and continue to distort, 
our human reception of the incarnation of God's universal gracious Logos. 

This problematic of universal peace and historical particularity puts be- 
fore us the very elements with which every theologian has had to work in 
understanding Christology. The issue always has been whether and how a 
fully particular person and, in Jesus’ case, a fully Jewish man might “in- 
carnate" the universal wisdom and peace of God. Because Christians ex- 
perience Jesus as having done so, the further question is to what degree 
his Jewish and hellenistic disciples could receive and communicate this 
revelation of universal peace in our Scripture without ideological distortion. 
The same issue continues down to our day: Can European or Russian or 
American or Asian or African Christians hope to receive the gift of uni- 
versal peace from the Christ mediated through our Scripture and inter- 
preted within the traditions of our churches? 


Dialectical Panentheism: The Incarnate Logos as Critical 
Transformation 


The way toward non-ideological reception of Christ's universal peace, in 
my judgment, runs ecumenically from Chalcedonian understandings of 
Christ's divine-human unity through the contemporary reformulations of 
the Logos Christology that always has been its basis. Only when we under- 
stand that there is one Creator at work through one Logos in the whole 
creation to bring it to communion through one Spirit will we be drawn 
toward universal community in our finite communities without succumbing 
to the sinful dynamic of their alter egoisms. It was precisely because the 
author of Colossians experienced the Logos of creation in Jesus that he 
could interpret the resurrected Christ as reconciling all things in universal 
peace: 


For in him all the fullness of God was pleased to dwell, and through 
him to reconcile to himself all things, whether on earth or in heaven, 
making peace by the blood of his cross (Colossians 1:19, 20). 


Wolfhart Pannenberg's and especially John Cobb's understanding of the 
Logos as “creative transformation" universally incarnated in a dynamic 
world process provides an adequate christological perspective to guide our 
struggle for universal peace.? When the church follows the non-dualistic 
criteria of Chalcedon, every liberating and reconciling impulse Christians 
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receive through Jesus will be mediated in the sociopolitical processes where 
we seek peace. 

Cobb's panentheistic Christology, however, because it fails to include 
any salvific meaning of the cross for resolving the conflicts of human history, 
must be deepened by the “dialectical panentheism" of Jürgen Moltmann.?° 
The creative transformation accomplished through the Logos' incarnation 
in Jesus finally required his death and resurrection. Dialectical panentheism 
affirms that the conflicts we experience in history are taken into the suf- 
fering love of God and transformed into forgiveness and new possibility. 
This concept also enables us to understand that the only peace we shall 
know through the power and pathos of God is a dialectical peace that 
requires and enables our participation in historical struggle. The full mean- 
ing and joy of this struggle for peace with justice may best be interpreted, 
as Moltmann and Leonardo Boff do, in terms of participating in the trin- 
itarian life of God: 


The mystery of the Trinity is reflected in human community, which 
lives by truth, keeps seeking more truth, finds its nourishment in love, 
and works constantly for social relations based on greater love and 
brotherhood.! 


To participate spiritually and politically in transforming the conflictual 
social reality of which we are a part, however, runs the risk of ideologically 
compromising the church's identity with the Logos' incarnation in Jesus. 
The “always already" of the church's ecumenical catholicity is always lim- 
ited by the “not yet" of our continuing social fragmentation. This requires 
giving at least preliminary privilege to any who have been oppressed or 
marginalized, so that the church may continue to be creatively transformed 
toward increasing catholicity. Only thus may we move toward universal 
peace through participation in the power and pathos of God. 


Notes 


1. St. Augustine, The City of God, XIX, 12. 

2. Pinchas Lapide and Jürgen Moltmann, Jewish Monotheism and Christian 
Trinitarian Doctrine, trans. Leonard Swidler (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1981), p. 
91. Cf. the comprehensive research and the irenic conclusions of Robert Jewett, 
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XXXIX, No. 4 (October 1985): 341-56. 
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York: Macmillan, 1966), p. 54. 

4. Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus, God and Man (Philadelphia: Westminster 
Press, 1968), pp. 47f. 
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Identity and the Life Cycle (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1959, 1980). 
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7. For an insightful and provocative interpretation of this theme in relation to 
contemporary experience, I know nothing better than Prof. James A. Sanders' lec- 
ture on *The New History: Joseph, Our Brother," interpreting Genesis 37:1-11 
and Matthew 5:43-48, delivered to and published by the Ministers and Missionaries 
Benefit Board, The American Baptist Convention, 1968. 

8. This certainly was my experience in studying theology when neo-orthodox 
interpretations were dominant, especially with Reinhold Niebuhr. For insight to 
the wisdom/blessing motif that is equally intrinsic to Scripture, cf. Clauss Wester- 
mann, What Does the Old Testament Say About God? (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 
1979); and Walter Brueggemann, In Man We Trust: The Neglected Side of Biblical 
Faith (Richmond: John Knox Press, 1972). 

9. John B. Cobb, Jr., Christ in a Pluralistic Age (Philadelphia: Westminster 
Press, :1975)» p. 75: 

10. Jürgen Moltmann, The Crucified God, trans. R. A. Wilson and John Bowden 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1974), p. 277. 

11. Leonardo Boff, Liberating Grace, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis 
Books, 1979), p. 211. 
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"Politicians and theologians owe it to each other to be in dialogue . . . the avowed 
desire of both is to promote peace- not only individually and internally, but 
internationally." — President Jimmy Carter 


Politicians and theologians from three continents enter into a lively exchange on 
the usefulness of the theological perspective to the political quest for peace. The 
central question they face is this: How can working politicians formulate and forge 
public policy on the anvil of a world which resists recourse either to religious or 
ethical principles? 

Nineteen noted figures enter the dialogue. Among them are theologians Jürgen 
Moltmann, José Míguez Bonino, and politicians Jimmy Carter, Andrew Young, 
and Manuel Antonio Garretón. All come to the discussion from different back- 
grounds and outlooks. Their exchange of ideas shows how dramatic are the 
stakes and how varied the approaches to peace. Striking insights into the differ- 
ence in perspectives between North and South on the nature of “national se- 
curity" emerge. The contributors highlight how human behavior and culture must 
be taken into account in the formulation of strategies for peace. Together, their 
dialogue demonstrates that peace can be attained only by working for justice, 
human rights, economic democracy, and sound ecological policies. 


"Theodore Runyon has brought together a series of lectures by noted theolo- 
gians and political figures from Europe, Latin America, and North America that 
truly contribute to the idea that the inseparable link between peace and justice 
is politics. While the contributors to this volume differ as to the exact nature of 
how we are to define the political process (and that is perhaps one of the 
strengths of the dialogue), they make clear that, in discerning the signs of the 
times, we live in an increasingly interdependent world community, one in which 
decisions about peace cannot be made in isolation. The theological watchwords 
that one can draw from their discernment of the future are hope, liberation, and 
realism, each of which might be in need of the other.” — Robert H. Craig 

College of the Holy Cross 


"In a world of deepening poverty, social conflicts, ecological devastation, and 
rampant militarization, the hope for peace requires mutual respect, dialogue 
among representatives of different traditions, and collaboration. Theology, Poli- 
tics, and Peace contains many insightful examples of this kind of dialogue. We 
can only hope that it inspires many more attempts of this kind." —Lee Cormie 

University of St. Michael's College, Toronto 


Theodore Runyon is professor of systematic theology at Candler School of 
Theology, Emory University. 
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